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1 Vindication of the Goſpel of St. 1 | 
againſt a late Tract, entituled, 4 Diſſerta- 
tion = Inquiry concerning the Canonical Au- 
' thority of the Goſpel according to Matthew. 
Price 1 5. 64. And alſo, x 
Supplement to the Vindication, in which 
is Particularly conſidered, The Argument ad- 
vanced in the ſaid Diflertation, againſt the pre- 
ſent Canon of the New Teſtament, from the 


pretended Number, Antiquity and Reception of 
Fon ers under Ape 5 1 Names, among the 
immediate Succeſſors the Apoſtles: Pr. 19 


A Critical Fannie on of the late New Text 
and Verſion of the New Teſtament in Greek 
and Engliſh; wherein ie Editor's corrupt Text, 


falſe Verſion, and fallatious Notes are detected 


and cenſur' d; his Ca vil againſt the Canon of 


the. New Teſtament are tied; the Blunders | : 


and Iniquities of his varpus Readings are ex- 
pos d; and Juſtice in partcular is done to the 
famous Teit of 1 Fohn F. J. againſt his partial : 
8 jon of that Mater. "© 0 Which 5 
* * £ the Divine Nnchoricy of the 8 
evclatons, againſt the Editor of the 
A and the Author of the Diſ- 


ſoc Hiftorical and Critical on the Revelations 


Io St. John; wherein particularly the 
haracters of many eminent Fathers are vindi- 
cated againſt the Calumnies of the Writers a- 


a nel. In TE Parts. Price 25. a 


10 THE 


Defence of the Diſſertation, 


OR 


IN QUI R Y, 


CONCERN ING THE 


Goſpel according to St. MATTH EW. 


- Wherein is ſheun, 


That the Author has left the ſaid Di ſertation, 
or Inquiry, in many Inſtances, without De- 


| one. . 


Wherein alſo, 


The further RteLEcTIONS in the ſaid Defence, 


on the Biſhop of London's Third PASTORAL 
Le TTER, are examined and anſwered. 


—_— 


2 LEONARD TIWELLS, Viear ＋ 


St. Mary's in MARLBOROUGH. 
1 O . DO N: 


Fu! for R. S in at the Mitre 1 Gow, againſt 
OO Fetter-Lans, in Heeiſtreet. M. pc c. xxxiII. 
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| 3 SHALL not trouble my ſelf or the 


entring into the preſent Contro- 
verſy: who it ſeems, had the Pre- 
ſumption to interrupt the Inquirer in the de- 
cent Office of better informing his Biſhop ; nor 
ſhall I ſtay here to queſtion his, or any other 
Gentleman's Right to inſtruct his reſpective Di- 
oceſan, in the proper Method of ſupporting the 
Chriſtian Canon, ſo warmly contended for by 
our Author. p. 5, 6. but ſhall directly proceed 
to confider, how well he has defended the Ij- 
 quiry concerning the Goſpel of St. Matthew, 
againſt the Vindzcator of the ſaid Goſpel, _ 
B . © Whoſe 
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Whoſe firſt Exception was, that the Author 


of the Inquiry had miſtaken the Deſign of the 
Biſhop of London's third Paſtoral Letter, 
which was not a Defence of the Canon of the 
Ne Teſiament, againſt the Cavils of Hereticks 
and Infidels in general. To which the Defen- 


der anſwers p. 6. that the. contrary is appa- 


rent from the Paſtoral Letter itſelf, which 


puts the Controverſy between Infidels and 
Chriſtians upon this very footzng, that if 
„the Writings of the N. Teſtament be not au- 


| e thentick (1. e. either the Writings not genu- 


« ine or the Authority not divine) the Infidel 
“Scheme is well founded: but on the other 
« hand if they be Authentick, in both theſe 


“ reſpeas, Chriſtianity ſtands unſhaken and all 


« pretences, either that it is not well founded, or 
e that it is no more than mere Morality muſt fall 


to the Ground; thus far the Biſhop (3d Paſt. 


Let. p. 6.) After which the Defender pro- 
ceeds, Who will ſay then, that the Bz/hop's 


“ laudable deſign, was not to defend the Canon 


« of the New Teſtament againſt Infidels and 


« to ſubvert their Scheme, when he declares it 


« in ſo many Words. ” But are any ſuch 
Words, as, the Biſhop's deſign to defend the 
Canon of the New Teſtament againſt Infidels, 
I fay, are any ſuch Words as theſe, to be found 


in the Paſſage aboyecited? Every Reader ſees 


_ plainly they are not: and that our Author has 


attempted, at his very firſt ſetting out, to im- 
ſe upon his common Senſe. He gocs on 


pid. © Beſides the Abſurdity every one ſees 


implied in a ſolemn Undertaking of the De- 
| — 5 — 


[REF 


« ſenee of Holy Scripture, againſt thoſe, who 


& haye no Exceptions at all to it. But Who 


ſuppoſes the Biſhop's third Paſtoral Letter to 
be an Undertaking of this Kind? Does the Bi- 
ſhop himſelf or the Vindicator of St. Mat- 
the? Or any one cle beſides the Diſſertation- 
Writer and his Defender? If therefore any 
Abſurdity be implied in ſuch a Notion, they 
only are anſwerable for it, whoſe the Notion 
is and not the Biſbop and the Viudicator, 
whole it is not. Ih 
Our Author's next Attempt is to excuſe the 
| Inquirers rude Uſage of the Biſbop of London, 
which he does in the following Manner; 
« The Inquirer, ſays he, aiming folely at 
« Truth, had no regard either to the Author 
« of the Letter or the Letter itlelf farther, 
„than as by its fallacious Reaſonings on the 
« one Side, and its ſpurious Evidence on the 
< other, it obſtructed his Paſlage to it. In his 
« full Purſuit after Truth, he ſtaid not to pay 
« Compliments by the Way, but treated the 
_ « Writer on that Level he had put himſelf by 
« his own Productions: in which he is highly 
« excufable, ſince the Commonwealth of Learn- 
< ing owns no Titles, but ſuch only as emerge 
« out of diſtinguiſh'd Merit, ſhe eſteems all 
Men by their Learning only: Now admit= _ 
ting the Inquirer to have aimed ſolely at Truth, 
does that releaſe Him from the Obligations of 
common Decency? Or would it have been any 
Hindrance to Him, in his Purſuit after Truth, 


if He had kept in Mind, as He went, that He 


was not oppoſing a nameleſs Zetter-Hriter, 
nn | 3 „„ 
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[ 4 ] 
Lord of London wanted none of his Compli- 
ments, but every one knows, that contemptu- 
ous Expreſſion takes up as much Time as juſt 
Appellation; and that ftudied Affronts takes 
off a Writer's Attention, more than common 
Terms of Civility. Beſides, to make the In- 
guzrer's ſmall Relation to the Commonwealth 
of Learning, an Excuſe for his ill Manners, is to 
do it an irreparable Injury. Moroſeneſs was ne- 


but a Perſon of Character and Dignity? My 


ver the Character, much leis the Privilege of 


the Literary Profeſſion, tho, it has ſometimes 


been the Reproach of particular Men in it: and 
| fince the immenſe Learning of a Scaliger and a 
Caſaubon has been no Protection to them for 
Breach of Civility, much leſs muſt the Inqui- 


rer expect on any ſuch Account to eſcape the 


Cenſure due to a wanton and indecent Treit- 


ment of his Betters. 55 

P. 7. The Vindicator is taxed with, © Ha- 
« vying by his Patrons Directions (for tis very 
« well known, continues the Defender, under 
« whoſe Inſtruction he wrote) given up all De- 
« ſign of the Biſbop, to inſtruct either the Un- 


“ believers or miſtaken Believers of his Dio- 


% ceſs. And in other Parts of the Defence 
mention is made of the Vind:cator's Aſſiſtants, 
Adjutants and Friends, intimating that many 
Hands had been concerned in the Vindication 
of St. Matthew's Goſpel, In anſwer to all 


which, the Country Vicar deſires his Adverſa- 


ry, the next Time he writes, to oblige the 


World with the Particulars of that, which is 


ſo well known to others and yet is utterly un- 
| | known 


known to. the Author of the Vindication him 


ſelf, who for his Part, denies all Inſtructi 


and ſpecial Directions, all Aſſiſtants, Adjutant? 


and Auxiliaries; and who particularly declares, 
that what he had urged about the Biſbop s De- 
ſign in his third Paſtoral Letter was ſuggeſted 
to him by no Mortal Breathing, but was the 
mere Reſult of his own Judgment and Obſer- 
vation upon the Letter itſelf. The Vindicator 
does not fay this, out of any vain Conceit of 
his own Sufficiency, as if he had no Need of 
Aſſiſtance at ſuch Times, from his Patrons and 
Friends: but in Juſtice to the Truth and to 
ſome great Men, who would naturally be gueſ- 
fed at on this Occaſion, and whom he would 
unwillingly expoſe to ſuffer for ImperfeQions, 
of which He alone deſerves the Blame. 
The firſt and principal Point laid dawn in 
the Paſtoral Letter is, that the four 3 
contain a 1 A215 and true Account of the 
Life, Death, Reſurrection and Aſcenſion of Je- 
ſus Chriſt. And in order to prove this, the 
Right Reverend Author applies to it the uſual - 
Charatteriſticks of true Hiſtory, viz. that the 
(reputed) Writers had a ſufficient Knowledge 
of their Subject and bore an unqueſtionable Cha- 
racter in Point of Integrity. Now the reputed 
Authors of the Goſpels were all either Apoſtles 
or Companions of Apoſtles. If therefore ſuch 
a Perſon as Jeſus really exiſted; if, as the Goſ- 
pels affirm, he choſe Apoſtles and thoſe Apoſtles 
were at Liberty wholly to attend him and re- 
ceive his Inſtructions, it evidently follows, that 
Perſon; thus qualified and ſuch as wrote from 
oe their 
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true Hiſtory o 


their er muſt be very able to write a 
7 


eſus. But theſe are Facts, his 


_ Lordſhip obſerves, which the greateſt Enemies 


of Chriſtianity have never denied. And the 


Vindicator p. 5. thought he had Reaſon to 


pronounce of theſe Facts, thus atteſted by 
Friends and tacitly allowed by Enemies, that 
they were unqueſtionable. And what ſays the 
Defender to this Part of the Biſbop's Argu- 
ment? Does he ſhow us any Fault in the Rules 
laid down for judging the Truth of the 3 
Hiſtory? Or, admitting theſe Rules, does He 
go about to prove that the Former of them is 


not applicable to the reputed Authors of the 


Goſpels? Does he pretend that the Exiſtence 


of Jeſus and his choice of Apoſtles and their 


cloſe Attendance upon him, are facts, that the 
greateſt Enemies to Chriſtianity have ever de- 


nied? Or allowing theſe Facts, does he endea- 


vour to convince us, that Perſons under theſe 


Circumſtances were not qualified to write a true 


Hiſtory of their Maſter, or to teach others ſo 
to do? No. Inſtead of this He contents him- 
ſelf p. 7. with calling the Excellent Reaſon- 


ings of the Biſbop on this Head, amuſing and 


withdrawing the Reader's Attention from his 
expected Proof of the firſt Point, and p. 8. 
ſtaving off the Pooof of the firſt Poſition, He 
further obſerves Ibid. © that no one Heathen 
Author ſays a Word of one Jeſus of Naza- 


“ reth, who choſe ſeveral Diſciples and that 


« theſe left their Callings and e e 
« purely to attend and be inſtructed by him, 


than which nothing can be more impertinent. 


For 


Fol 


For no one pretends, that any Heathen has af- 
firmed at this rate: and all we inſiſt upon is, 
that no Heathen Author has denied it. Nor 
were ſuch Affirmations the unqueſizonable Facts, 
meant by the Vindicator, . 5. as the Defen- 
der very well knows, whilſt he injuriouſſy in- 
timates, that they were. ©& P. 9. He tells us, 
« that all the promitzve Converts, who reject- 
ed the Goſpels of Mark and Luke and many 
« learned Moderus thought that theſe Evange- 
. <« liſts were not the Followers of the Apoſtles, 
Peter and Paul. Now as to the D 15 
Converts, in our Author's ſenſe, i. e. Cerinthus, 
the Nazarenes and Ebionites, it will appear 
hereafter, that he falſly ſo calls them; that Ce- 
rinthus uſed the Goſpel of St. Mark and that 
the Nazarenes and Ebionites, who rejected y 
that and Lyke's alſo, did not pretend, that the 
Authors of them were not Companions of the 
Apoſtles. As to Moderus, ſome indeed have 
denied Mark to be the Perſon mentioned 
under that Name in the Acts of the Apoſtles 
and St. Paul's Epiſtles, and their Reaſons haye 
been ſolidly anſwered by 1 (vol. 3. 
c. 6. of new and full Method, Sc.) but all the 
learned Mogerns allow, that St. Mark was the 
Companion of St. Peter, and conſequently, 
that He had ſufficient Means of knowing the 
Subject of his Hiſtory. Nor has any one lear- 
ned Modern moved the leaſt Doubt, whether 
Luke was St. Paul's Companion or no: only 
ſome have thought that Zuke the Phyſician 
2 of Col. 4. 14. was a different Perſon 
om the Evangeliſt of that Name. TR 
ES The 


an Arian, after the Council of Nice, which 


The Vindicator had obſerved, p. 7. in giving 
the Detail of the Biſboß s Argument, that St. 
John, according to Euſebius, approved and at- 
teſted to the Tuth̊ of theſe three other Goſpels. 
To which the Defender angrily replies, That 


e Euſebius was a crafty old Man, of no Truſt 


nor Judgment, who took his Report from he 


„ knew not who; and he further fays of 
im in the Margin, that he prevaricated with 
God and Man at the Council of Nice: To 


which I anſwer, That tis too late and plainly 
ridiculous, to think of ſetting aſide an Hiſto- 
rian, that is truſted, in a reaſonable Way, by 


all the learned World, and from whom the In- 


gui rer, and even the Defender himſelf, takes 


ſome Tz eſtimonies in the preſent Controverſy; 
that Zuſebius knew from whom He took his 


Report, and has elſewhere, in a Manner, told 
us one of his Authors. For I. 5. c. 15. he gives 
us a Fragment from the Author of the Hypo- 
typoſes, under the Name of Clemens, which 
ſpeaks a good deal to the ſame Purpoſe with Euſe- 


Sius, in the Place before us; laſtly, That indeed 


if the Teſtimony here objected to, had any way 


concerned the ſeparate Intereſts of Arianiſi, 


ſomething might have been urged from Euſe- 
bins's Propenſity to that Scheme, that would 
have abated the Force of his Evidence but 
ſince St. John's approving and atteſting to the 
three preceding Goſpels, is a Point of equal 


Service to both Orthodox and Arian, the Fact 


is not at all the leſs creditable, becauſe related 
by Euſebius, even admitting him to have been 


yet 


e 


yet is denied by many learned Men, antient 
as well as modern. But the Defender goes 


on, ibid. © Is the Vindicator ſure the Go- 


« ſpels we now have are the fame which St. 


« Fohn ſaw? If fo, and he is not diffident 
« of their original Divinity, why does he 
bring this old Arch-heretick to vouch they 
© received their Sanction from St. Fohn ? 
Can any thing appear more vain, than to 
„ make St. John approve of Books dictated 
by the Holy Spirit, and in his Name pub- 


„ liſhed to the World. To all which the 


Vindicator replies, that neither the Biſbop, 
nor himſelf, are diffident concerning the I- 
ſpiration of the firſt three Goſpels ; and tho 
they deny that Euſebius is brought to youch 
that they received their Sanction entirely from 
St. John, yet they inſiſt upon it, that the 
Teſtrmony of St. John, in Favour of Books 
pretending to Inſpiration, is a Teſtzmony every 
way agreeable to Piety and to good Senſe, 
and confiſtent with ſuch pre- ſuppoſed Con- 
viction. For Books, with ſuch Pretenſions, 
may after all be ſpurious and forged. And 
tho previouſly to St. John's Atteſtation, we 


have ſufficient Reaſon to believe the Inſpi- 


ration of the three former Goſpels, yet we 


receive additional Conviction, and think others 
ought to do ſo likewiſe, from the Teſizmony 


of St. John, who had all requiſite Abilities, 
natural and preter-natural, for diſcoyering 


_ Writings falſely aſcribed to Apoſtles, from 


their genuiue Works, and who, in one 
FTT nſtance 
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* Aſian Biſhops with him, found ſuch Faults 


3 [ 4 ] 


Laſtance * at leaſt, happily employed his Abili- 


ties this Way. 5 . 
Our Author proceeds: ©& And yet, accord- 


5 ing to the ſame Father, St. John did not 


« ſo approve of them, but that he wiſhed 
they had been better wrote: he and the 


A 


A 


« (it ſeems) in thoſe three Goſpels, that St. 


« John, what through thoſe Biſhops Intreaties, 
“ and his own Conſciouſneſs of their Defects, 
« was at length obliged to bleſs the World 


<« with / another more correct and compleat ' 


« Goſpel: And thus, ſays he, Father Euſe- 
« gius, effectually undoes his own fooliſh Teſ- 


% timony.” But this is eaſily anſwered thus: 
Had St. John found Fault with the three 
former Goſpels, as containing Falſbood or de- 


fective in Points abſolutely neceſſary, as the 
Defender inſinuates, then indeed Euſebius had 
undone his own Teſtimony effectually. But 


the Caſe was quite otherwiſe: He does ſay 
Sir John found ſuch Faults with the Evange- 


liſts as could impeach their Pretenſions to Ju- 
Piration only he judged it convenient, that 
ſome parts of our Lord's Hiſtory ſhould be 


more fully expreſſed than before, it had 
been, and certain Exigencies, then newly 
ariſen in the Affairs of the Church, made it 
deſireable, that ſome Doctrines ſhould be more 
explicitely delivered. And thus, Euſebius's 


Teſtimony, 


=” A Forgery of certain Acts under the Name of Paul and 


| Thecla, was detected by St. Jahn, as both Tertullian (de Bapt. 
4. 17.) and Ferom (Catal, Ser. Eccl. in Luca) intorm us. 


1 3 
Teſtimony, when fairly repreſented, ſtands fim 
and conſiſtent. „ 2 
The Biſbop, and after him, the Vindica- 
tor, contend, that not only the Exiſteuce of 
Jeſus, but alſo many Particulars of his Lyfe 
and Death were known to the Heathens, and 
they conclude, that ſince ſome of theſe are 
ſpoken of both by Gentiles and Fews, and 
none of them are refuted by either, the Truth 
of the Goſpel, Hiſtory is greatly confirmed 
thereby. But the Defender, p. 10. makes 
them go further, and argue, that the Heathens 
were (alſo) perſuaded of the Truth of thoſe. 
Facts (which they knew but did not deny) 
Nay, he gives us their Reaſoning at full 
Length, and under all the Formalities of a 
Citation. And yet all this is his own Inven- 
tion, nor does he pretend to tell us, where 
ſuch Reaſoning occurs either in the Paſtorak 
Letter, or the Vindication. However, he 
falls upon this Phantom of his own, and de- 
moliſhes it in the Remainder of that and the 
following Page. , oe 
The Defender is pleaſed to ſay, p. 10. That 
the Learned Enemies of Chriſtianity certainly 
denied the Goſpel Facts, and that their Writ. 
 zugs have been for that Reaſon deſirayed. 
But this he delivers merely upon his own Au. 
thority. For it does not appear that either 
Celſus, Porphyry, or Julian, ever denied or 
attacked any Particular Goſpel Faf# on the 
Strength of any Teſtimony whatever, To atf= 
ſign therefore 19 precarious a Reaſon. for the 
Destruction of the Gentil Writings againkt 
> | GA | CGariftanmys 
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_ Chriſtianity, is 7a/king at Random, and de- 
| faming the Cauſe of the Goſpel at a Venture. 


Of this I am ſure, that if we may gueſs at 
thoſe Writings from the Fragments of Celſus 
and Julian, Infidelity has received more Be- 
nefit from their Sypprefion, whatever the Rea- 
ſon might be, than Chriſtianity has done. 
For even Mr. Collins *, with Relation to thoſe 
Fragments, has confeſſed, that they are rather 
Satyrical than Argumentative. The ame 


Writer + frankly owns, that both Celſus and 


Julian condeſcend to attack Chriſtianity by 
darcaſms and Calummes. As to Porphyry's 


Book, he alſo declares || the Preſumption is, 


that it conſiſted very much of Lies, Satyr 
aud Declamation. So little Reaſon did this 


inquiſite Gentleman ſee, for what our Author 


poſitively avere, that the firſt Writers againſt 
Chriſtianity. bore hard upon the Goſpel Facts. 
And ſurely it ſhould ſeem moſt likely from this 
Account, that the Iudecency of their Sarcaſms, 


rather than the Weight of their Arguments, : 


occaſioned their Deſtruction. 
P. 11. He aſſures us, That Tacitus and 


„ Suetonius would certainly have mentioned as 


« well thoſe (Miracles) wrought by Jeſus in 
« Tudea, as thoſe by Veſpaſian at Alexandria, 
« had they come to them equally atteſted, ” 
But is there a Parity of Reaton between the 
two Caſes? Or does it follow, that becauſe 
thoſe Hiſtorians, in Honour of a favourite Prince, 
of their own Religion, whoſe Life they were 

profeſſedly writing, mentioned the OO 


F 


Letter to Dr. Rogers, p. 7. + Ibid p. 8, || Itid. 


Tranſmiſſion of ſome Facts to Tiberius, from 


5 11 
wrought, thereſore they would certainly 
have done the ſame by Jeſus, whoſe Perſon 
and Cauſe they hated, whoſe Hiftory they were 
not writing, and who is once only mentioned 
by them, though his Miracles had come to 
them equally atteſted? No furely, © 
The Defender, p. 12. tells us, That if any 
„ ſuch Facts, as thoſe mentioned by Juſtin 
« Martyr and Tertullian, had been duly 
« tranſmitted to Rome, they muſt needs have 
< inftilled more honourable Notions of Jeſus 
« and his new Religion, than we find obtain'd 
« among the more judicious Part of Mankind. 
« in thoſe Days. As if it was at all ſur- 
prizing, becauſe we ſee it daily happen, for In- 
tereſt and Prejudice to feel Men againſt Con- 
viction from the plaineſt Facts. Beſides, the. 
Judea concerning Feſus, is faid to have inſtilld, 
into that Emperor, Notions of Jeſus, the 
moſt honourable that could poſſibly be. For 
Tertullian, who ſtands diſtinguiſhed among the 
Eccleſiaſtical Writers, by a more than ordinary. 
Knowledge in the Roman. Affairs, tells us, 
« 'That Tiberius being informed from Syria and 
« Paleſtine, of certain Tranſactions which 
« evinced the Truth of Jeſus's Divinity, pro- 
4 poſed it to the Senate (to have Feſus taken 
into the Cenſus of the Roman Deitics } giv- 
“ ing his own Vote previouſly. The Senate 
So VVV 
Jlerius annuntiatum fibi ex Syria Pale tina, quod illic verita- 
tem illius Diviritatis revelaverat ( ſcil. Chriſtus) detulit ad Senatum 
cum Prerozativa ſiffragii ſui. Senatus, quia non in ſe probaverat, 


reſpuit. Caſar.in Sententia manſit, comminatus periculum acrufa- 
boribas. Chriſtianorum. Tert. Apol, cap. 5 | 


. HC re We 2 mt” cs 


1 
did not comply, (not out of Diſreſpect to 
1. . but) in Compliment to Cæſar, becauſe 
© he would not conſent to his own Enrollment 


nin the ſame Cenſus, not long before propoſed. 
“ Ceſar, adds Tertullian, ſtuck to his firſt 


« Sentiment, threatning, with his Diſpleaſure, 
© all who ſhould accuſe the Chriſtians, ” I. 


expect to be told here, that Tanaquil Faber 
. queſtions the Truth of this Narrative, and 
gives his Reaſons for ſo doing: but then let it 


be remembred, that our own moſt learned Bi- 


ſhop Pearſon * has anſwered all the Objections 


of that Critict, both to the Account it ſelf 
and to Tertullian, the Relator of it. 


In a Word, as on the one Hand, we can- 


not admit that the Facts inſiſted on by Juſtin 


Martyr and Tertullian, as tranſmitted to Rome, 
if real, muſt needs have inſtill'd more honoura- 
ble Notions of Jeſ#s, than then obtained, be- 


cauſe Experience teaches us, that Diſcoveries 
of plain Truth are more apt to infſame and 
_encenſe, than to ſubdue Men of malicious Dit- 


poſitions : ſo on the Other, We defy the Ene- 
mies of Chriſtianity to produce one plain In- 
ſtance, wherein any ſober Man pleading for him- 
felf and his Friends in a capital Caſe, was ever 


fo weak as to affirm things, without probable 


Grounds, which his Judges, not only could, but 
were even bound to ebe ow to them 
ſelves, and for. the Honour of their own Pro- 
ceedings. Particularly, if Juſtin Martyr's Acta 
Pilati had been utterly Chamerical, how came 
DEL 1 1 | 
N 1. int. Pam vii op Os TOI in Ack. Loft. Leck 4 


LT 
it to paſs, that the Emperor, to whom he ad- 
dreſſed his Apology, and who then reſided in 
the Place, where the Archives were kept, did 
not only not undeceive the World, as to the real 
Subſiſtence of ſuch Acts, but rather confirm it in 
that Notion, by reyoking thereupon the Edict 
which himſelf had publiſhed againſt the Chriſ- 
tians. And thus we find, that Juſtin Martyr 
and Tertullian did not aſſert the Tranſmiſſion 
of the Acta Pilati, to the Scandal of our holy 
Religion, as the Defender raſhly atfirms, but 
to its Honsur and Secarety..: .. 
His next Exception to theſe Acts is, that no 
one ever ſaw them, no, not even after the Em- 
perors became Chriſtian, which, he ſays, 175 
a ſure Proof there never were any ſuch in 
Truth tranſmitted. Now, when he tays no 
Man ever ſaw theſe Acts, his Meaning muſt 
be, that no Writer pretends to have ſeen them. 
But this is far from being a ſure Proof, that no 
ſuch Acts were ever in Being. That no one 
ever ſaw them, after the Emperors became 
Chriſtian, makes ſtill leſs for our Author's 
Purpoſe. For near three hundred Years had 
paſſed from this preſumed Tranſmiſſion to the 
Reign of Conſtantine, and in that time infinite 
Revolutions and publick Diſorders | had hap- 
pened. Could it therefore be ſuppoſed, that no 
State Papers were loſt in any of them? And 
yet this muſt be ſuppoſed, before the Non-ap- 
 pearance of the Acts of Pilate, after the Em- 
perors became Chriſtian, be admitted, as a ſure 
Proof, that no ſuch Acts had ever been tranſ- 
mitted. Beſides, there are juſt Grounds for 
„„ + a; ſuſpecting, 
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| Auſpedting, that thoſe A#s might ſometime or 


other, in that Period, have been induſtriouſſy 


deſtroyed. For it cannot well be imagined, 
that the Authors of ten 4/o0dy Perſecutions 
againſt the Chriſtian Church, would all forget 


bor neglect to ſuppreſs a Teſtimony, that dd 
ſo much Honour 4; > Jeſus its Founder. In ſhort, 
the Preſumption in Favour of theſe Acts, from 

the Conduct of all ſober Apologiſts, and the 
no Oppoſition they met with from Porphyry, 
Juliam, or any other Heathen Ad verſary, is 


ore to be attended to, than the negati ve Ob- 


jections above- mentioned. 


The Inquirer had ſaid, p. 14. That what 


0 we have, beſides the 'Teftimonics of Taci- 


tus, Suetonius and Pliny, either of Jews 
< or Jentiles, relating to Chriſt's Perſon, 
“are either known Forgeries, or they are 


„ found only in the Chriftian Prieſts or 


Fathers, Who cite them as they pleaſe. 


And the Defender, p. 12. obſcrves © That the 
„VVindicator ſeems 5 little concerned at theſe 


« laft Words, as implying, that the Chriſtian 
« Prieſts were capable « of Citing what their Ad- 
« yerfaries never wrote. After which, it 
was natural to expect, that our Author would 
either have given up the Inquirer, as too ſe- 
vere upon Chriſtian Prieſts, or have juſtified 
theſe hard Thoughts by plain Inſtances of Ci- 
tations, thus arbitrarily made from Fews and 
Centiles but inſtead of 16 Porting the firſt 
Charge, he falls into freſb Invective againſt 
the Fathers. But 1 the Vindicator, ſays 


he pretend their Hands were clean in that 


Refpect 
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« Reſpect, and that no ſuch Villainy was ever 
« practiſed among, them: when it is fo, well 
« known to the learned World, that there is 
& ſcarce a profane Hiſtory, but which hath ſuf- 
4“. fered by them. To which the Vindicator 
readily makes anſwer, that he is ſo perſuaded. 
the Fathers Hands were clean and free from 
Villainies of this fort, that he calls upon the 
Defender, and intreats him to name thoſe. many 
profane Hiſtories, which have ſuffered by Chri- 


tian Prieſts inſerting into them, or citing from 
them Paſſages relating to Chriſt, that did not 


originally belong to them. For nothing ſnort 
of this will prove, that the Villainies above 


imputed by the Inquirer to Chriſtian Prieſts 


and Fathers, were ever practiſed among them. 
The Defender goes on with his Invective, and 


| ſays that the Scriptures themſelves have not 


eſcaped them. Here again we ex rticular 
20050 full Proof. Let the . ripture, 
on which any Villainies have been practiſed by 
Chriſtian Prieſts and Fathers, be fairly laid be- 
fore the World, and ſufficient Evidences be pro- 
duced, that the Parties accuſed have made therein 
wilful Alterations. For if the Defender drops 
his Proceſs, or does not make good his Charge, 
the Publick will juſtly pronounce him to be a 
| falſe, libellous, and defamatory Writer, whoſe 
only Deſign is to perplex the Trath and abuſe 
his Readers. But our Author has more Tales 
to tell of Chriſtian Prieſts: © Nay, adds he, 
they have not ſpared one anothers Writings, 
„ the Moderus having deſtroyed, or elſe cor- 
4 reed, the m— Now that the 1 | 
| ders 


ee ſum, aur 1 Latini bona ejus habeant, & mala 


[9] 


ready mentioned, our Author only gives us his 
own Word: but the Charge of correcting he 
attempts to prove in a Note, at the Bottom, 


ih 
. 
* 7 4 
P 


dern Chriſtian Fathers have n the Au- 
tiene, is a Fact for which, as for thoſe al- 


o 


which is as follows: © Vid. Hieron. adv. vigi- 


& lantzum ap. Tom. ii. p. 312, 315. Where 


4 that Father owns himſelf guilty of adding 
to and retrenchimg from the Works of Ori- 


© gen, and accuſes St. Hilary, Euſebius, Ve- 


< gellenſis, and ſeveral others oC the like Prac- 


4 tiſes, and is again accuſed by Ruffnus. Vid. 
4 Sandi, H. E. de Origine, p, 33. Where you 

«© will find. many Examples of this kind. 
Now the Truth of the whole Caſe is this: 
igilantius had taxed Ferom with Origeniſm, 
be tranſlating ſome of Origen's Homilies on 
Jeremiah and Ezekiel in L 


in. To which 
Ferom replies: That Origen, in many Places 
interpreted the Scriptures well; that he had 
explained the hard Paſſages in the Prophets, 


6 and had laid open the greateſt Myſteries both 
„of the New and Old Teſtament. If then, 


& adds he, I have tranſlated what is good in 


« him, and have either left out, or corrected, 
dit or ooncealed; what is bad, am 1 to be blamed 
4 for endeavouring that Latin Readers may 


« have what is good in him, and at the fame 


1 time ſee none of his Errors. We find 


then 


£ 


* Hieron. adv. 7 ilant. Ep. Ixxv. Idem E 8 in mnultis 
| bene gd, 19 3 eft & Prophetarum obſcura diſſeruit, & tam novi 
=” weteris Teftamenti revelavit maxima ſacramenta. Si igitur que 


ſunt, — & mala vel amputavi vel contexi vel tacui: 


1 
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then that the Defender, after his Oracle Sams 
dius, has quite miſrepreſented the Caſe of Je- 


rom who makes his retrenching from and 


correQing, Wc. not to be his and Fizlarzes, 
and Euſebtus's Guilt, but their Apology, Theſe 
Fathers made no Alteration in Orzgen's original 
Works: and, in making them Latin, they 
did not pretend to juſt and ftrict Tranſlation: 
but only propoſed to render ſo much of Ori- 
gen, as was fit for Orthodox Latins. Every 
thing therefore here was fair and open: and 
had our Author ever ſo many Examples of 
this fort, they would no ways impeach. the 
| Honeſty of the Fathers, or make it in the leaſt 
credible, that they were capable of citing from 
Jewiſh and Heathen Writers, as they pleaſed. 


His laſt Argument, to juſtify this hard Ex> 


preſſion of the Inquirer, is the innumerable 
Forgeries, with which Chriſtianity he ſays was 
attended, in its very Infancy and (as Eccleſi- 
aſtical Hiſtory informs us) was carried on, G. 
He means, I iuppoſe, Forgerzes under Hpoſto- 

lical Names, concerning which, I have ſpoken 
copiouſly elſewhere, * and ſhown, that ſcarce 
any ſuch were as old as the firſt Century, and 
but few ſo early as the former Part of the Se- 


' cond + but that Orthodox Chriſtianity. was at 
any time carried on by theſe Means, is what 


we utterly deny, and what no approved Ecele- 
ſiaſtical Hiſtory will atteſt to. Is it reaſonable _ 
therefore that Chriſtian Prieſts, and Fathers, 
| ſhould be accounted Men void of common Ho- 

. Da nueſty, 


* Sec Supplement to Vindication of St. Mattheev, þ. 5, 6. Er. 


ba * 


4 hn on the Sas of e chngtived, by 5 
Hiereticie, who, though Chriſtzans in. Name, 
Were no more ſo, in Reality, than the preſent fe 
Mabometans, ſome of them not ſo much 
The Defender, p. 13. aſſures the V; udicatar, - 
&. that the known Forgeries, complained of in the 
„ « of Pile regarded more immediately the Acts 


' Palate, which the Bib Ae 3 
for Authentick — Wiek 


4 Apologies for Chriſtianity. Notable Apolo- 


"if: 


5 ; fs (fill extant) 
17 « were certainly forged — A other wiſe 
E of great Antiquity, Juſtin Martyr having 
4 knayiſhly appeal'd to them for the Truth 
of the Goſpel Hiſtory, about the middle of 

© the ſecond Age, and Tertullian after him, in 
4 the beginning of the Third, in their ſeveral 


£6. Os pretended to have been delivered to Em- 


rors, founded upon Forgery, and indited 


. = 4. 7 Hereticks and Apoſtates. 


A notable Paragraph, made up almoſt entire- 
Tas of evident Falſhood! For Firſt, The Bi- 


8 had not intimated that the As Pilati, 


- now extant, were Authentic. The Alta Pi- 


ti ſet down in the Margin of the Paſtoral 


eee, 1 Edit. p. 17. refer only to Tertulliqn's 


Account of the Things reported by Pilate to 


Diberius Cæſar, and in ſome later Editions of 
tlie 3d Paſtoral Letter, more properly, to the 


mention of FJuſtin Martyr's firſt Apology. 0 
Adly, Juſtin Martyr did not appeal to the 


e Acts of Pilate, now extant, but to the 


Original Ali themſelves, then, as he doubt- 


leſs had good Reaſon to think, ſubſiſting in 
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EX: «were. cw; ſays he, ye may r vour- 
4 ſelves. from the As made under Pontius 
( Plate. ” '*. Plainly ſending the Emperors | 
and Senate to their own Papers of State, and not 

to any Church-Monuments, much leſs to that 
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groſs and filly Forgery, now extant, and going < 0 | 


under the Names of the Goſpel of Nicodemus, 


- "+ of the Acts of Pilate. A Forgery not 


mentioned by any Writer till more than two 
Centuries after Juſtin Martyr's Death. * 3dly, 
Tertullian did not, as our Author pretends, 
appeal to the Forgery, now extant, under the 


Name of Ada Pilati. Indeed ke does- not 


once name the Acta Pilati, tho ſuppoſed to 
refer to Pzlate's Provincial. Acts. Only he 


 fays in General, That Pilate himſelf a Chri- 


" Rian in Conſcience, related all theſe Things 


64 concerning Chrzſt, to Tiberius then Empe- 


« ror.” + But that in theſe Words he had no 
Eye to the forged Acts of Pilate, now. extant, 
is evident from hence, That theſe Aci, diſco- 
ver themſelves to be later than Tertullian's 
Age. For in them the Chief Prieſt is made to ad- 
wel Pilate, with the Compellation of Magni- 


tudo veſtra, a Title of Honour, not uſed till 
after the Days of Tertullian. athly, Our Au- 


thor grieyoully falſifies, when he ſays, That the 
nee of Tuſtin NOW and "TN 
"were 


* ® Juſt. Mart. 150 ad Imper. 3 Kal va 


You/Uwy axlwmy. 


T Tertullian. Apol. c. 21. E Jer 1 Chriſto Pil, & 
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nelly, on n the . F. or, * Jes, contrived 1 5 7 8 
Hereticte, ho, though Chriſtians in. Name, 3 
. were no more ſo, in Reality, than the preſent 
MñWMahometans, ſome of them not ſo . 3 


The Defender, p. 13. aſſures the V. — Sl 


4 that the known 8 complained of in the 
78 3 regarded more immediately the Acts 


Pilate, which the Biſb 
for Authentic N 


22 eee 
& (ſtill extant) 


Fc fs were certainly forged — W other wiſe 
e of great Antiquity, Juſtin Martyr having 
44 knaviſhly appeal'd to them for the Truth 
e of the Goſpel Hiſtory, about the middle of 
4 the ſecond Age, and Tertullian after him, in 
e the beginning of the Third, in their . 
„ Apologies for Chriſtianity. Notable Apolo- 
5 00s pretended to have been delivered to Em- 


erors, founded upon Forgery, and ind ited 

by Hereticks and Apoſtates.” | 

27 notable Paragraph, 2 up almoſt entire- 
hs of evident Falſhood! For Firſt, The B- 
by had not intimated that the Acta Pilati, 
- now extant, were Aut hentick. The Acta Pi- 
lati ſet down in the Margin of the Paſtoral 
a 1 Edit. p. 17. refer only to Tertullian's 
Account of the Things reported by Pilate to 
Tiberius Cæſar, and in ſome later Editions of 
the 3d Paſtoral Letter, more properly, to the 
mention of | Fuſtin Martyr's firſt Apology. 
Adly, Juſtin Martyr did not appeal to the 
forged A#s of Pilate, now extant, but to the 
Original Atts themſelves, then, as he doubt- 
Jeſs had good Reaſon to think, ſubſiſting in 
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— 5 « ſelves. from the Acts made under Pontius 


„ Pilate. * Plainly ſending the Emperors 
to any Church-Monuments, much leſs to that 


and Senate to their own Papers of State, and not 


groſs and filly Forgery, now extant, and going 


under the Names of the Goſpel of Nicodemus, 
and of the Acts of Pilate. A Forgery not 


mentioned by any Writer till more than two 


Centuries after Juſtin Martyr's Death. 3dly, 


Tertullian did not, as our Author pretends, 


appeal to the Forgery, now extant, under the 
Name of Acta Pilati. Indeed he does not 
once name the Acta Pilati, tho ſuppoſed to 


refer to Pilates Provincial Acts. Only he 
fays in General, That Pilate himſelf a Chri- 
« ſtian in Conſcience, related all theſe Thin 


concerning Chriſt, to Tiberius then Empe- 
«* ror. ” f But that in theſe Words he had no 


Eye to the forged Acts of Pilate, now extant, 
is evident from hence, That theſe Acts diſco- 


ver themſelves to be later than Tertullian s 


Age. For in them the Chief Prieſt is made to ad- 


dreſs Pilate, with the Compellation of Magni- 


tudo veſtra, a Title of Honour, not uſed till 
after the Days of Tertullian. 4thly, Our Au- 


_ thor grieyoully falſifies, when he ſays, That the 


Apologies of Fuſtin Martyr and Tertullian 
1 j op oe 


: * 
27 
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V ® Juſt, Mart. Apol. ad Imper. Roman, Kal Tala, 
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vou dN lo. 


1 
_ 
1 


Tertullian. Apol, c. 27. Ea omnia per Chriſto Pilatas, E- 
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were indited by Hereticks and Apoſtates. For 


Firſt, Tho Tertullian afterwards fell off to 
Montaniſm, yet it is allowed, by the moſt ju- 
dicious Criticks, * That when he compos'd his 


Apologeticł, he was in the Unity of the Ca- 


tholick Church. 2dly, To call Juſtin Martyr 
an Apoſtate, is a ſenſleſs Perverſion of Truth © 
and —_ For the only Pretence, that 


the Defender or any one elſe can have, for gi- 


ving the Bleſſed Martyr ſo odious a Name, is, 
That he apoſtatiz'd forſooth, from Pagan Phi- 


loſophy and Idolatry. I will only obſerve fur- 


ther, concerning the Acta Pilati, Fhat the 
Heathen Powers, inſtead of denying the Exi- 


ſence of any ſuch Acts, or publiſhing the ge- 
nuine Reports of Pilate, concerning Jeſus, 
did, before the End of the zd Century, give 


out and authorize a Forgery under the ſame Ti- 


tle, full of Calumnies againſt Chriſt- the Spu- 
riouſneſs of which was detected by the Au- 
thor's placing our Lord's Paſſion under the 


fourth Conſulate of Tiberius, which happened 


to be ſome Years before Pilate was made Go- 
vernor of Judæa, See Euſeb. H. E. l. 1. c. 9. 
Beſides, hence it appears, That as early as the 
zd Century, the bittereſt and moſt conſiderable 
Enemies to Chriſtianity, confeſſed that the 
Founder of that Religion, lived and ſuffered 
under Pilate; and that ſome Accounts of him 

were tranſmitted to Rome. For it is abſurd to 


the higheſt Degree, to imagine, that both 


Sides in the Diſpute appealed to Acts, that ne- 
5 EE Ver. 


* See Reeves's Hes Diſc. 70 Tertull. Apol. p. 140. 
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yer had or could have a Being. Laſtly, we 
may hence ceaſe to wonder, That the real Ae 
Pilati were not ſeen after the Emperors be- 
came Chriſtians. For it is reaſonable to ſup- 
poſe, That the Emperor Maximin, who ſo in- 
duſtriouſly recommended the forged Acts a- 
bove- mentioned, took Care to deſtroy the ge- 
nuine Ones, if Accidem or De, gn had not done 
it bofore. . 

The Defender, p. 1 3 ſends his Hi to 
Du Pin for Arguments, which evince to a De- 
monſtration, That Wo ſephus could never be the 
Author of thoſe Teſtimonies concerning Feſws, 
which are found at preſent in his Hiſtory, and 
conſequently that they are a Chriſtzaw Forgery. 
To which my Anſwer is, That whoever would 
be fatisfied, that theſe are no Chriſtian Forge- 
ries, may conſult Mr. Martin's Diſertations 


Critiques, and in the Second of them, he will 


find Du Pins boaſted Arguments, as well as 
thoſe of Capellus, Tanaquil Faber, and Pere 
Simon, fairly and ſolidly refuted. Beſides, 
the Defender is miſtaken in making Du Pins 
Arguments extend farther, than to "ot grand 


Teſtimony of all: For he does not mention 
that other, concerning James the Brother of 


Jeſus, that is called Chriſt { Antiq. l. 20. c. 8. 
nor do his Reaſonings at & "fe; It. Here 


therefore the Pretenſions, as well as the Per- 
ſon of Jeſus, are ſpoken of by a Jeuiſb Wri- 
ter, near his own Ti ime, without TO of 

Forgery. 
The J. indicator had inſiſted upon it, p. 25. 
That good Senſe, and the Reaſon of Things 
N Us wave. 


| 
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* aſcertains the Book of Revelations, to Fohn 


F 


require, that we take thoſe for the Authors of 
antient Books, whom the moſt prevailing Tra- 


dition of the Times next following, recom- 
mends as ſuch. To this the Defender anſwers 
very pertly, p. 15.“ Very true, but he forgets 


& that the firſt Evidence he has for aſcertain- 
“ ing any Author of the Books of the New 
„ Teſtament, is Father Irenæus, a weak credu- 


“ lous Man, who very likely had the Tradi- 


tion from old Papas, whoſe genuine Wri- 


« tings too are for the moſt Part loſt, and who | 


did not flouriſh, till above an Age after the 


„Times moſt of the Goſpels are pretended to 
have been compos d. Now, ſuppoſing all 
this to be true, What ſhould hinder the Tradi- 
tion of Irenæus from being accounted the Tra- 
dition of the Times next following thoſe of the 
New Teſtament Book? Tis true, he flouriſhed 
not, as a Writer, till the Time aſſigned by the 
Defender ; but then he was a Chriſtian, and of 
adult Age, fifty Years before that, at which 
Time he converſed with Pohcarp, a Compa- 
nion of the Apoſiles : fo that Ireneus's Tradi- 
tion may juſtly be accounted -the Tradition of 
the Times, next following thoſe of the New 
Teſtament Books. But really, what the Vin- 
dicator is 1aid to forget, vi. That the fuſt 


Evidence we have for aſcertaining any Author 


of the Books of the New Teſtament was Jre- 
nus, is a very grievous Falſhood. For Firſt, 


Jofiin Martyr, who wrote forty Years before 


renæus, in his Dialogue with Trypho the J 


3 & the 
* Dial. cum Tryph. p. 308. Ed. Paris, 


CT 
the Apoſtle, as its Author; and in anotlier 
Place of the ſame Dialogue, aſeribes two of the 
Goſpels to the Companions of the Apoſtles, 
that is, evidently, to Mark and Lutte. For 
they only of all the Apottles Companions had 
Goſpels, that went under their Names. 2dly, 
Papias, who wrote Anno 110, 7. e. ſixty or 
ſeventy Years before Irenezus, mentions St. 
Matthew and St. Mark, as the certain Authors 
of their reſpective Goſpels. 3dly, | St. Poly- 
carp, much about the ſame Time, in his Epi- 
ſtle to the Philippiaus, aſcertains the Author 
of the firſt Epiſtlè to the Corinthians, and of 
that to the Philippiaus, in our preſent Canon, 
to be St. Paul the Apoſtle. qthly, Ignatius, 
earlier ſtill, in the 2d Century, in his Epiſtle to 
the Epheſians, names St. Paul, as Author of 
the canonical Epiſtle to the fame People. 
Fthly and laſtly, Clemens Romanus, in his firit 
and undoubted Epiſtle to the Corinthians, be- 
fore the Year of Christ 70, and conſequently, 
more than 100 Years before Jrenæus wrote, ex- 
preſly aſcribes the firſt Epiſtle to the Coriu- 
thians, to St. Paul. And now, whether this 


' falſe Repreſentation of the firſt Evidence for 


the Authors of the New Teſtament Books, 
proceeded from Ignorance or from Malice, I 
will not ſay: but one of theſe muſt have been 
BER ES on e 


I Ibid. p. 33 1. And that Juſtin had particularly the Goſpel of Sy: 
Luke in /iew here, is unqueſtionable. For the ff Thing he takes 
out of the Commentaries com poſed as be ſays, by the Apoſtles and their 
Companions, is, Fact of our Lord's bleody Scueat, an Incident 
mentioned by St. Luke, c. 22. 42. and by him only. | 
* Ap. kuſeb. r I. I. 3. c. 39. 
I] See Ep. Polyc. Seb. 7. and Sect. 3. 


„ whole Age before. 
« ſage here hinted at /adv. Her. J. 1. c. 17.) 
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he Cale, let the Defender be ever fo angry. 
ut he proceeds, « Where (or at which Time) 
: according to Treneus's ſhewing, Hereſies were 


« {o multiplied, and Goſpels with them (every 


« Herely having its own Goſpel) that it requi- 


40 red no leſs than a divine Penetration to di- 


« ſtinguiſh between the Works of Hereticbs, 
6 and thoſe of inſpired Authors, compiled an 
Irenæus, in the Paſ- 


9, 


ſays not one Word of Goſpels : for which Cauſe 
neither his Words, nor their Place among his 
Works, are at all mentioned by 'our Author. 
But granting, that Goſpels were then as nume- 
rous as Hereſies, human Means were ſtill ſuffi- 


cient to diſtinguiſh the ſpurious ones from ſach 


as were genuine. The Latter were known to 


8 x 
F * 
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have been with the Church 2 pramordzo : the : 


others could be no older than Valentinus, the 


2 of the Sect, that forged them: The 
Goſpels of inſpired Authors, tallied with the 


Preachings of the Apoſtles, which 3 in the Days 


of Irenaus, were uniformly related throughout 
the Chriſtian World; whilſt the Goſpels of He- 


reticks contradicted thoſe T raditions, in many 
Points of great Conſequence. But to return to 


our Author, who adds, Whereas it does not 
« appear, that any great Number of primitive 


« Chriftians, in, and next following the Times 
« of the New Teſtament Writings, receiv'd the 
« three Goſpels of Mark, Luke and ohn. On 
the contrary, all the Jewiſh Chriitians, i. e. 

« all Feſus'sown Converts, rejected them, and eve- 


- ry Sect of Centric Chriſtians too, of whom we 
= * ave © 


* „ 
*. > 
4 2 
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« have any Account by Name, the Marcio 


« nites with reſpect to Lule's Goſpel (very 


« much interpolated) and the Gmoſticks, or 


« Platonick Heretick, with refpe& to John's, 
© only excepted. * To which perplexed Para- 
_ grapF, I reply, That there are two Senſes of 
receiving, and conſequently - alſo of rejecting 


Goſpels. One with reſpe& to their being ge- 
nuius or ſpurious, the other relates to their be- 


ing admitted or rejected, as inſpired Rules of 


Faith and Manners. 'The former Senſe, is what 


alone has Place in our preſent Inquiry, which 


is, not whether the Antients received the 
three latter Goſpels, as the Standard of their 


Religious Sentiments; but, whether they ad- 
mitted them to be the Writings of thoſe, un- 


der whoſe Names they now paſs. And in this 
View, I affirm, that for ought which appears, 
all the primitive Chriſtians, in, and next fol- 
lowing the Times of the New Teſtament Wri- 


tings, received the three latter Goſpels, as writ- 


ten by Mark, Luke and John; that none of 
the Jewiſh Chriſtians, none of Jeſus's Con- 
verts, appear to have rejected them in this 
Senſe of the Word; that no antient Sect of 
Gentile Chriſtians, denied their Genuineneſs, 


except the Alogi, who aſcribed St. John's Goſ- 
pel to Ceriutbus and the Manichees, who de- 


nied the whole New Teſtament. So that not 


only the moſt prevailing, but indeed the only 


Tradition of the Times next following the Pub- 
lication of the three latter Goſpels, fayoured 


their Genuneneſs. Either therefore they are 
genuine, or no antient Writing is ſo to be ac- 
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counted, But beſides the Impertinence of the 
Paragraph under Examination,- it contains alſo 
ſeveral Miſtales. For firſt, it does not appear, 
That all the fir? Jeuiſb Chriſtians rejected 
the three laſt Goſpels as uncanonical, which is 
the other Senſe of rejecting tho few of them 

perhaps, for want of Skill in Greek, could 
make uſe of thoſe Goſpels. But it is a frequent 
Miſtake in our Author, to make the Ebionite 
_ Hereticks ſtand for the whole Body of Hebrew 
Chriſtiaus, and to paſs by the Orthodox Church 
of Jeruſalem, and innumerable Multitudes of 
the fame Faith and Nation, that lived in Diſ- 
perſion among the Gentile Churches, who ha- 
ving no Tenets contrary to thoſe taught in the 
latter Goſpels, cannot reaſonably be ſuppoſed 
to have rejected them, Beſides, certain it is, 
that all even of the Jew:/h Heretical Christi- 
ans, did not reject all theſe Goſpels. For Ce- 
rinthus, who was undoubtedly of this Sort, and 

his Followers, received the Goſpel of St. Mark, 
as we are told by Trenzns. a⁊zdly, The Mar- 
cionites were not the only Gentile Hereticks 
that received the Goſpel of St. Luke, as the 
Defender maintains: but the Valentinians, as 
the ſame + Trenzns informs us, received it like- 
wiſe. Laſtly, Had our Author been acquaint- 
ed with the Hiſtory of Hereſies, he would not 

. | To have 


* Fren. adv. Her. J. 3. e. 11. Dui autem Jeſum ſeparant a Chri- 
ſto & impaſſibilem perſeversſſe Chriſtum, paſſum vero Jeſum dicunt, 
id quod ſecundum Marcum eft præferentes Evangelium cum amore ve- 
ritatis legentes illud, corrigi poſſunt. The Cerinthians indeed are not 
expreſsly named by Irenzus, but the Characters of their Hereſy are ſo 
Plain deſcribed here, that it is not to be doubted, but he meant them. 

- q dren. adv. Her. I. 3. c. 14. | 


EY 

have ſaid, as he does, that the Marcionites re- 
ceived the Goſpel of St. Luke, very much iu- 
terpolated, but rather very much curtailed and 
ſomewhat interpolate u. 3 
It may ſeem very ſtrange to ſuch Readers, as 

are unacquainted with the Temper of the firſt 
_ Hereticks, to find it ſo often aſſerted, in this 
Diſpute, that many of them owned the Church's 
CE were written by Matthew, Mark, 
Luke, and John, who yet rejected their Au- 


* 


thority. For their Sakes therefore, it may be 


proper to give here a ſhort Account from Jre- 
neus, how thoſe Men managed ſo tender a 
Point. It was the Opinion of moſt Hereticks, 
before Ebion and of many after him, that the 
Demiurgus, as they called the Creator of the 
Univerſe, was not the one God, the Father of 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, but another, and an in- 
ferior Being. This wild Conceit was fo con- 
trary to the Church's Canon, that it was no 
Wonder, thoſe who held it, rejected the Au- 
thority of thoſe Scriptures. When therefore 
theſe Men were preſſed, by Catholic Chriſtians, 
with Sayings from the Evangelical and Epiſto- 
tical Canon, their Anſwer, doubleſs for want 
of a better, was, „That the Apoſtles acted a 
double Part in the Delivery of their Doctrines, 
“ humouring the Capacity, the Prejudices, the 
&. Blindneſs, Weakneſs and Error of their Au- 
« ditors; that to thoſe who believed the one 
„God to be the Demiurgus, they declared 
« him ſuch: but to thoſe who had a Capacity 
“for apprehending the ineffable Father, they 
made known the inexpreſſible Myſtery by a- 
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« rables and Enigmas. Thus fays Irengus, J. 


4 3. c. 5. theſe Men made our Lord, and the 


« Apoſtles publiſh DoQrines, not according to 
the real Truth of Things, but deceitfully, _ 
and according to each ones Capacity. It is 
evident therefore, and little leſs than Demon=- 
ſtration, that the firſt Heretzchs had nothing 


to object againſt the Genurneneſs of the Church's 


Scriptures. Otherwiſe, what Men in their 


Senſes would have had Recourſe to ſuch an 
Exßedient, in order to ſcreen themſelves from 


their Authority ? 5 2 
The Defender, p. 15. plumes himſelf upon 
Obſervation of Father Simons upon this Head 
(in the Tradition of the Antients concerning 
the Authors of the Goſpels) that they found- 
ded their Opinions on their own bold Conjec- 


tures and not on any antient Acts. But here 


we find, firſt, that Father Simon, in the Paſ- 
ſage reſerr d to, was not conſidering the Tradi- 


tions of the Fathers about the Authors of the 
| 2 but only about the Place where St. 


ark wrote his Goſpel, whether at Rome or 


in Egypt. 2dly, He throws no Blame upon the 


Fathers, as our Author makes him do: only. 
having firſt ſaid, © That we cannot determine 


“ any thing upon the Queſtion but in general, 
„ becauſe we have no certain Acts, whereon 
we may confide, he adds, © Therefore it is 


“ no Wonder the Fathers do not agree among 
« themſelves, when they ſpeak in particular 
« of ſuch Tranſactions, having oftentimes no- 
« thing to rely on, but Conjectures. ” How 
can the Reader expect a fair Account from this 
Writer 


„ 1 
Writer out of antient Books, who has the Af. 
ſurance to impoſe upon him, at this Rate, from 
modern and well known Authors. Es 

Another Diſparagement to the Father's Tra- 
dition, concerning inſpired Books, is, That 
(„ they certainly took it into their Heads to 

© new model the Chriſtian Religion after Chriſt 
« and his Apoſtles, and conſequently would be 
<« very apt to prefer thoſe Books which were 
« moſt for their modelling Purpoſe. ” To this 
Objection, made firſt by the Inquirer, the Vin- 
dicator had anſweredd, p. 27. by urging the 


c utter Improbability of the Charge, conſfider= _ 


„ing how widely Chriſtianity was ſpread after 
c the Death of Chrift and his Apoſtles, and 


ee how ineredible it was, that thoſe Men ſhould 


« die rather than renounce a Religion of their 
« own modelling. To avoid all which In- 
conveniences, the Defender, p. 17. explains 
this modelling to mean Creed-making in Coun- 
cil. By which the Matter is not at all mended. 
For did thoſe Fathers, on whoſe Tradition we 
principally rely for the Genuineneſs of inſpired 
Books, ever meet in Councils to make Creeds, 
ſuch as Trenens, Clemens, Alexandrinus, Ter- 
tullian, Origen, &c? To what purpoſe then 
 Ismew modelling Religion, or the Fundamen- 
tal Articles o* it, or Councils and Creed- 
maling objected to them, as a Diſparagement 
of their Tradition concerning inſpired Authors; 
who had no Opportunities for joint modelling 
of Chriſtianity, and conſequently no Ends to 
ſerve, but thoſe of Truth, by preferring one 
Book, pretending to Inſpiration, before —_— 
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ferences, that would Girry us to thoſe Pages of 


The Unanimity therefore of the firſt Fathers, . 
both in the Fundamentals of Religion, and in 


the Point of Tradition concerning the Authors 
of infpired Books, muſt be refolved into the 


plain Truth of things, which alike actuates 


honeſt and capable Men, however diſtant they 
be from each other. Upon the whole, the 


 Vindicator had Reaſon to deny, that the Fa- 
thers, of preſent Concern, have been the Mo 


dellers of the Chriſtian Religion, even accord- 
ing to the Defenders Explication of modelling. 


Who therefore might have ſpared his Bluſhes 


for the Vindicator's Aſſurance on that Occaſion. 
However, I am glad to hear the Defender can 
bluſh, and hope he will cheriſh the Remarns 


of that Faculty. Becauſe I think I have al- 


ready provided him much Exerciſe for it, and a 
great deal more is ſtill to come. 


P. 17. Our Author for a while takes his 
Leave of the Vindicator, and offers ſome new 


Obſervations on the Bzſhop's Evidence for the 
Truth of the New Teſtament, 
The firſt Evidence, he fays, is that taken 


4 out of thoſe Writings themſelves, as E. G. 


« He brings Texts out of Mark to vouch for 
« Matthew; out of Luke again for Mark and 


« Matthew, and laſtly out of John, for all 
c three, 3. e. He appeals for the Truth of the 


« (Goſpel Hiſtory to the Hiſtory of the Goſ- 


4 pel; he ſuppoſes firſt that ſuch and ſuch 
„ were the Authors, and then calls them to 


« witneſs for one another. 5 


Upon reading this Paſſage, I expected Re- 


the 


EI 
the Paſtoral Letter, in which the Evangeliſtd. 
are brought in to vouch for the Truth ot one 
anothers Hiſtory, but found none. Indeed this 

whole Repreſentation is a ſ{udied Abuſe of the 

12 0 Argument, who no where contends for 

the Truth of one Goſpel, from the Teſtzmony 
of another, and who makes no direct Uſe of 
the Writings of the New Teſtament, in Proof 
of his firſt general Propoſition, but to ſhow, 
that the ſuppoſed Authors of the Goſpels had 
or might have a ſufficient Knowledge of the 
Subject they wrote about, intending after- 
wards to prove that they were the ral Au- 
ha - _ i 
The Biſbop's ſecond Species of Evidence 
“js taken, fays the Defender, ibid. both from 
« Friends and Foes. The Fault found with 
« his Friends, the primitive Fathers, is that 
« they were Men of no ſecular Learning, Ve- 
© racity or Judgment, as appears evidently 
« from their Works, abſur'd in their Relations, 
« and often contradictory to themſelves and 
« others: whoſe Teſtimony is founded on no 

Ads but oral Tradition only, i. e. mere idle 
Tales or their own Inventions. 5 
Auſwer. Fault found with Evidence, and 
not ſupported by particular Proof, never is, 
or ought to be attended to. But ſuch is the 
Fault found by the Defender. The Friends 
of Revelation know all that is here ſaid, to be 
either unjuſt or impertinent. For whoever reads 
the Fathers, muſt know, whether he will own 
it or not, that none of them were Strangers to 
ſecular Learning, and that many of them ex- 
celled 
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celled that WW ay; that their Judgment is ge- 
nerally ſpeaking, not at all inferior to what 


we find in the ſecular Writers, their Contem- 
oe and every way ſufficient to give their 
raditional Evidence all the Weight we deſire. 


But above all, their Veracity and Szncerity, the 
principal good Qualifications in Witneſſes to 


plain Facts, like thoſe before us, are unqueſti- 


onable. They lived under almoſt conſtant Per- 
fſecution, and it was their chief Buſineſs to 
wait for Martyrdom in the Cauſe of Truth 
and Religion. To charge Men therefore, un- 
der theſe Circumſtances, with Want of Ve- 
racity, is to act againſt common Senſe as well 


as Candour. However, let Unbelievers try 
their utmoſt, to ſet aſide the primitive Fathers 


from being Evidences for the Genuineneſs of 
the New Teſtament Writings. Only let them 
proceed in the Method, that is required on 
other like Occaſions. Let them make appear, 
beginning with them in the Order of Time, 
of each Father, appcabed to be my Lord of 
London, in the preſent Caſe, that he hath been 


convicted of giving falſe Evidence in ſome 
other Cauſe, or hath given contradictory Evi- 


dence in this. And, if they can prove either 
of theſe upon all the Biſbop's Witneſſes, they 


ſhall none of them be called for the Future 


on this Occaſion: if upon ſome, we will ſtrike 
thoſe ſame, out of our Lift. But till they 
do this, general Accuſations will paſs for no 
more than the Calumny of Advert; 

following Suggeſtion of the Defenders, againſt 
the Teftimony of the Fathers, that it is found- 


ries. The 


ed 
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' ed on no Aﬀts, but on Oral Tradition only is — 
a mere gratis dictum. He would indeed fan 


have made us believe, that Father Simon had 


affirmed the ſame thing before him; but herein 


he abuſed that learned Man's Name, as I have 
ſhewn above. Laſtly, why even Oral Tradi- 


tion ſhould, in ſuch a Caſe as ours, neceſſarily 


paſs for nothing, I ſee not. The monſtrous Ex- 
tent of Oral Tradition in the Church of Rome, 
has affixed an odious Idea to the very Sound 
of thoſe Words. And of this popular Preju- 
dice, the Defender ſerves himſelf at every 
Turn, or elſe what ſhould hinder, but that a 
Tradition, concerning the Authors of Books 
in daily Uſe, and in the utmoſt Veneration, 
ſhould be faithfully, though orally, conveyed 


for one or two Centuries. 


P. 18. Our Author makes ſome particular 


« Objections to Ireuæus and Tertullian He 
„ ſays, the latter was an Apa ate, Was ex- 
“ communicated, and died in that State; for 
« which Reaſon, his Teſtimony has been re- 
« jected by other Fathers, particularly by Sr. 
« Cyprian and Jerom, as not fit to be uſed 
in the Catholick- Cauſe. ” Of the former, 


Irenæus, the Defender thinks it enough to ſay, 


that his genuine Works are not extant. 

. To which I anſwer, That the Plea againſt 
Tertullian will avail nothing, till particular 
Proof be made, That every Teſtimony of his, 
which the Biſbop makes uſe of, was given, 
while he was under Excommunication. For it 
is againſt both Law and Reaſon, to ſet aſide 
Evidence given by a Perſon, whilſt he is une x- 


EY ceptionable, 
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ceptionable, merely becauſe he afterwards came 
under Jegal Incapacities. Cyprian never ex- 
preſly rejected the Teſtimony of Tertullian; 
nor does Mr. Reeves, from whom our Author 
would be thought to take this Fact, ſay he 
did, only he conjectures, that the Reaſon why 
St. Cyprian never quotes his admir'd Tertullian, 
not even upon a Point, wherein they both a- 


greed, viz. the Baptiſm of Hereticks, was, 


that he was excommunicated. Tho, J appre- 
hend the more probable Reaſon to be this, that 


Cyprian ſeldom quotes any Eccleſiaſtical Au- 
thorities at all. Jerom indeed, in a Diſpute 


with Heluzdius, cuts him off ſhort by except- 
ing to Tertullian's Teſtimony, that he was not 


a Man of the Church. And perhaps, the Te- 
ſtimony excepted to, was actually given, whilſt 


Tertullian was under Excommunication : which 


very much alters the Caſe: certain however it 


is, that 7erom did not ordinarily exclude the 
Authority of Tertullian. For he ſometimes 
uſes it himſelf, particularly J. 1. contr. Jovin. 
c. 14. Laſtly, Whereas the Defender excepts 
to the Teſtimonies, taken from Trenzns, that 
his genuine Works are not extant, meaning 
that they are not extant in their Original Greek, 
ſuch Exception is neither pertinent nor altoge- 


ther true. For where original Evidence cannot 


be uſed, an Interpreter is allowed in all Courts. 
Beſides, the main of what the Biſhop cites from 
Trenzus, happens to be yet extant in Greek, 
being preſerved by Euſebius. 

« 16:4. The Defender taxes the Biſbop's E- 
“ yidence to Chriſtianity, as defectiye in Point 
= : e 4 of 


255 
ws 
7 + 
= 
5 
Wn fr 
2 
2 
= 
* 

4] 
by” - 
* 

CNL > 
70 J 
14 N 
2 

* 
* 

WM 

IE 


the 
ſnewing, that it has thoſe two Properties, al- 
ter which Men chiefly inquire, when they 
would ſatisfy themſelves in the Truth of other 

Hiſtories, i. e. that the reputed Authors of it 


1 


4 of Extent it ſhould have concerned all, or 


ec at leaſt ſome of thoſe particular Facts, laid 


<« down in his firſt Poſition, vi. Feſus's mira- 
« culous Birth, Life, Death, Reſurrection and 
« Aſcenſion : whereas he makes his Enemies 
« ſpeak only to the ſingle Fact, that ſuch a 
« Perſon as Jeſus really exiſted, there having 
« been many Perſons, no doubt, of the Name 
© of Jeſus, but none, for ought appears by his 
„ Lordihip's Proofs, to whom thoſe Acts can 
« certainly be applied, tho* he had obliged 
„ himſelf to ſpeak of them all. Anſwer. 


$ 


The Biſbop did not uſe the Evidence of Ene- 


mies to Chriſtianity directly in Proof of his 


firſt Poſition, and therefore had no Way obli- 


ged himſelf to ſpeak to all the Particulars of 


that Poſition, from this Kind of Evidence. His 
3 propoſed to make out the Truth of 
op 


el Hiſtory in another Method, vir. by 


were ſufficiently acquainted with the Subject 
they wrote about, and were Perſons of un- 


doubted Integrity. Bur, becauſe it is a Diſpa- 
ragement to any Hiſtory, not to have the leaſt 
Foundation of Truth, but from itſelf, the Bi- 


ſbop firſt made it his Buſineſs to ſhew, that this 
was not the Caſe of the Goſpel Hiſtory, and in 
order hereto, appealed to Heathen Hiſtorians, 


5 tho had aſſerted the Exiſtence of Jeſus, at the 
_ ime fixed by the Goſpels, and the Time and 


Aanner of his Death, with the Name of the 
Governor, 
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terly without Support from that 


Fragments) | 
the leaſt Credit. But firſt, with reſpect to 


4 MH 
Governor, under whom he ſuffered. This the 
Defender muſt know was the Biſhop's ſole 
View, in ſetting down the Atteſtations of pro- 


| Fane Hiſtory, and that, being only concerned 


to prove that the Goſpel Hiftory was not ut- 
Quarter, any, 
the leaſt Evidence, of this Sort, muſt be ſuffi- 


cient in Point of Extent. So that all he (the 


Defender ) ſays upon this Head, is merely to 


multiply Exceptions, and to ſeem to ſay ſome- 


thing, tho it be nothing to the Purpoſe. 
„ P. 19. He proceeds to what he calls the 


% Biſhop's third and laſt Head of Evidence, ta- 


« ken, as he pretends, from ſome ſpurious Pie- 
« ces and exploded Fragments, pretended of 
„primitive Fathers, ſuch as Clemens of Rome, 
ad Epiſtle to the Corinthians, replete with 
« Hereſy, the Acts of Pilate aforementioned, 
« an impious and ridiculous Forgery, and ſome 
Fragments under the Name of Polycarp, firſt. 


« trumped up in the ſixth Century, by one 


« Victor Capuanus, an Author (ſays our pre- 
« ſent Archbiſhop, with reſpe& to theſe very 
of no Judgment, nor worthy 


the 2d Epiſtle of Clemens Romanus, if the De- 


fender knows any Thing of theſe Matters, he 


cannot be ignorant, that its Genuzneneſs has on- 


1y been doubted , and never given up; that 
er 


very learned Modenus have, and yet do aſſert 


its Autt.ority, ſuch as Cotelerius, Biſhop Beve- 
ridge, Biſhop Bull, and our preſent Archbiſhop 
f Canterbury. Again, what does our Author 


mean by ſaying, of this ſecond Epiſtle, under 
THEY = 7 the 


| | . Do” 
che Name of Clemens, that it is replete with 
X Hereſy? Some Complaints indeed were antient- 
XX ly brought by Photius, againſt the firſt Epiſtle 

of Clemens, as if it did not ſpeak of Chriſt, 

9 in a Manner becoming his Divinity. And this 

Il ſuppoſe our carelets Defender, by Miſtake, 

3 applies to the ſecond Epiſtle, under the Name 

of Clemens, which, as far as I can find, never 

laboured under the leaſt Suſpicion of Hereſy be- 

fore. 2dly, As to the ÞForgery, called the Acts 

of Pilate, I have already ſhown, that the Bi- 

ſhop had it not in his Thoughts, when he men- 
tioned the Acta Pilati; but only the original 

Writing of Pilate himſelf, appealed to by Ju- 

ſtin Martyr and Tertullian. 3dly, With re- 

gard to the Fragments cited from a MSS. Ca- 

tena of Victor Capuanus, by Fenardentins, 

and continued in Dr. Grabes Edition of Ire- 

naæus, and from thence appealed to by the 

Right Reverend Author of the Paſtoral. Let- 

ter, the learned Mr. Jones, in his New and 

Full Method, &c. vol. 3. p. 4, 5. had not long 

before uſed them to the ſame Purpoſe, without 

the leaſt Scruple. Biſhop Bull allo, in his 
FF Defenſ. Fid. Nicæn. c. 3. . 7. has ſpoken of | 
2 _ theſe ſame Fragments, as wſeful and genuine, | 
and after all, my Lord of Canterbury does not | 
ſay of Victor Capuanus, what the Defender, 
with his uſual Diſhoneſty, makes him ſay, that | 
he was an Author of no Fudement; but in | 
Language, more ſuitable to his Grace's known 
| Learning and Candour, that he had little Fudg- 
ment. Nor does ne ſay one Word of the Cre- 
dit due to Victor in general, but only, that 
Learned 


f. ß , ĩͤ ß ob 
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| learned Men have given no great Credit to the 
Fragments, he has aſcribed to Polycarp. So 

| - that theſe Fragments, for uſing which, as other 

| | Weriters of Learning and Character had done 
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before him, the Biſbop is moſt indecently tre- 
ted by our Adverlary, are not abſolutely ex- 
ploded, but only of doubtful Credit. And 
v hat renders the Severity of the Defenders 
Expreſſion the more inexcuſable, is, that the 
Biſhop himſelf, long before the other objected 
iF any Thing to theſe Fragments, had voluntarily 
U' intimated to the World their 1 Credit 


ànn the New Edition of the Paſtoral Letters, 
CJLuꝛ0qbund in one Volume p. 226. by adding theſe 
[| Words, If ſome Fragments aſcribed to him be 
it genuine. Nor was this Addition privily inſert- 
Ai ed in the latter Editions of the third Paſtoral 
1 Letter, but, with ſome other Amendmens, was 
11 openly and diſtinctly advertiſed at the End 


of the fifth Edition of the ſaid Letter, as 
1 it was alſo in the Publick Papers. Upon 
the whole then, of the three ſpurious Pie- 
| ces, out of which the Biſbop is charged with 
i! taking Evidence, the Character of the firſt re- 
4 1 mains yet in Diſpute, the ſecond no Way con- 
1 cerns his Lordſbip, and the third had been al- 
1 ready noted by him, as not wholly free from 
| 1 [ . N ” VV 5 | 
1 it is Time now to recapitulate, that the 
Reader may ſee how far we are advanced in 
Proof of the Biſhop's firſt Poſition, concerning 
the Truth of the Goſpel Hiſtory. He will 
. pleaſe ro remember, that the Method propoſed 
-Jor doing this, in the Paſtoral Letter, was, Ly 
E = „%% ¾ ᷣ R 
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ſhe wing, that the Authors of the Go/p-7r, were. 


too well acquainted with their Subject, to be 
impoſed on by others, and too honeſt, to im- 


oem upon the World themſelves. What has 


en alledged in the Inquiry againſt the Avan- 


geliſts, as the real Authors of the Goſpels, or 


againſt their being poſſeſſed of the Qualitica- 
tions aforeſaid, was refuted by the Vindzrcator. 


And I truſt the Reader, by this Time, is con- 


vinced, that what has ſince been offered in the 


Ingquirer's Behalf by the Defender, is far from 


giving Satisfaction. It ſtill appears, that we 
have as good Evidence for the Genumeneſs of 


our Goſpels, as for that of any antient Books 
whatever. Our Adverſary, with all his Boaſt- 


ing, has not been able to make good Proof, 
that any Man or Set of Men, for near an hun- 


dred Years after the Goſpels came to Light, ad- 
judged any of them to other Authors, than 
thoſe at preſent contended for. And the en- 


tire Number of thoſe, who from the Beginning 


to our own Times, have pretended' that all or 
any of them were ſurious, are only theſe: the 
 Hereticks called Alogi, about the End of the 


ſecond Century, the Manichees, towards the 
Cloſe of the Third, and the German Anabap- 


tits in the Age of the Reformation. Nor did 
any of theſe Support their Oppoſition from Te- 
Himony; but either from internal Arguments or 


from Pretences, that were rank Enthuſiaſm: 
Whilſt on the other Hand, that the Goſpels 
were written by their reputed Authors, is at- 


teſted by Writers; that had beeti familiarly 
converſant with the 1 of the Apo. 


ſtles; 
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files, and had. been the znvariable Tradition of 
the Church in every Age ſince. We have al- 
ſo, to this Effect, the tacit Confeſſion of the 
firſt Heretichs themſelves, and indeed of all, 
that have ariſen ſince, except the particular 


Ones above- mentioned. Since therefore, if there 
be any Trutli or Certainty in the moſt indiſpu- 


table Maxims of Criticiſin, ſuch Perſons ap- 
pear to haye been the Authors of the Goſpel 
Hiſtory, as neither would deceive others, nor 
could be deceived themſelves, the Biſhop's firſt 
Pofition is effectually made good: Thoſe Goſpels 
contain a true and faithful Account of the 
Birth, Life, Death, Reſurrection and Aſcen- 
fron of Jeſus Chriſi, Q E. D. But notwith- 
ſtanding this is ſo plain a Caſe, had the Inquz- 
rer, propoſed his Doubts with Modeſiy and 
Fairneſs, he had eſcaped all thoſe Reproaches, 
of which the a pp ſo - loudly complains, 
P. 21. Whereas will always find himſelf; 
miſtaken, who thinks, that the Pretence of a 
ſtrict Inquiry exempts any one from the Cen- 
ſure, that is due to miſ-quoting, miſ-repreſent- 
ing, affirming. at Random, libelling Apoſtles, 


Martyrs and: Confeſſors, and uſing Perſons of 
Diſtiuction without common Decency. He 


that takes theſe Freedoms, whether he calls: his 
Book an Inquiry or a Defence, adds to his Pre- 
ſumption, Whenever he complains of any Ulage 
from Adverſaries. But the pleaſanteſt Reaſon, 


why the Clergy ſhould take no Advantage, 


or Notice of Falſhood and Ignorance in the 
Managers for Infidelity, is that given, p. 22. 
Viz. That this is a very learned and inguiſi- 


tive 


« tive Age, wherein the Laity may pretend 
« to be on a Level with the Clergy, in all 
“Kinds of polite Literature, and their Sypers- 
ors in moſt,” Now as for the Learning of 
the preſent Laity, I ſhall neither deny nor diſ- 
parage it. Religion has received too many Ad- 
vantages from Literature in Lay Hands, for 


any Clergyman to be afraid of, or to envy. its 
Increaſe. But I hope the Defender will not 

maintain, that in this very learned and 1 * 
tive Age, a Layman, engaged in a bad Cauſe, 

cannot poſſibly appear ignorant, impertinent or | 
falſe. And whenever tuch a Caſe happens, as 
it undeniably does in the preſent Diſpute, L 
preſume, it will never prove offenſive to the 
truly learried among tlie Laitꝭ, that ſuch a 


Man hears of his Fault. 
And now at length we are arrived at our |} 
main Point, the Inqurrer's Objections to the 
Goſpel of St. Matthew, and the Vindicator's | 


Anſwers, Our next Buſineſs is to examine what 
our Author has offered againſt the Suficrency of 
thoie Anſwers. | . PERL =. 
The firſt Thing obſervable is; that the De- 
fender arbitrarily makes but ane, What the Vin- 
| dicator had drawn out and ſtated as the two. 
firſt Objections. The Reaſon of fo extraordi- 
nary a Step is this. The Inquirer had argued, 
P. 28. 29. that the preſent Titles, by ne Con- 
ſtruction meant, that Matthew, Mart, &c. 
penn'd the ſeveral Goſpels, but that ſome other 
| Perſon did it, from their Mouth or 1 
The Falſhood of this firſt Objection, Was 10 
plainly lid open by the Vindicater that there 
ME 1 . w 
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Was no defending it. What then was to be 
done in this Caſe? To confeſs a Defeat fo ſoon, 
Was intolerable to think of, and yet it was im- 
. poſſible to make good the firſt Objection. The 
4 ben Expedient therefore for concealing this 
. Diſgrace was, to conſo/idate the two firſt Ob- 
jections. And thus the Defender ſpeaking to 
the ſecond Objection, and paſſing it upon his 
Readers for the firſt, they are hindered from 
obſerving, that what is truly the firſt Objection 
had, in the main of it, been left to ſhift for 
. 5 r 
Ihe ſecond ObjeQtion to St. Matthew's be- 
ing Author of the Goſpel in Diſpute, is, That 
it bore many different Titles and Names in the 
very Age of Chriſtianity. Theſe are the In- 
quirer's own Words, p. 31. And they are eſ- 
ſential to his Argument. For if the earliest 
Tradition declares ſinglꝭy in Favour of St. Mat- 
.thew's Title to this Goſpel, it makes nothing 
- againſt us, tho we ſhould admit for Truth, that 
it bore different Names in later Times. To 
this Point therefore the Vindicator particularly 
attended in his Anſwer, proving, by an Indu- 
Cion of Particulars, that there is no Evidence 
for the Goſpel of St. Matthew's bearing any of 
the different Names, aſſigned by the Inquirer, 
in the very fri? Age of Chriſtianity. Here a- 
gain the Defender was put to hard Shifts : and 
finding it impoſſible to make good the ſecond 
_ Objection in the preciſe Terms of the ObjeQor, 
has ſubſtituted others of greater Latitude. He 
makes the Iaquirer ſay, p. 23. that St. Mat- 
eee bore. a different, Names 4. 
W PL. 
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the primitive Church : and himſelf tells us, p. 
24. that it was antzently known by ſeveral o- 
ther Names, Sc. But every one ſees, that this 
is not to defend the Inquzrer's Objections againſt 
the Vindicator - it is rather to new make them. 

Beſides, this ae State of the Objection, tho 
more defenſible than the old one, very little 
affects the Genuineneſs of St. Matthew's Gol- 
pel. For the Defenders primitive Church, af 
fer all, means nothing earlier, than the latter 

Part of the fourth Century, before which we 

have no poſitive Evidence, that Matthew's Goſ 
pel bore any different Titles. Then it was E- 
piphanius and Ferom teſtified, that the Goſpel 
according to the Hebrews, that according to 
the Nazarenes, that according to the Ebzo- 


* 2 


nites, and that according to the Apoſtles, were | 
called or eſteemed by many of their Times, the 
original Hebrew of St. Matthew. As to the 


reſt of the Names, not one antient Writer is 
produced to teſtify that St. Matthew's Goſpel 
ever bore them: only Sandius, in the laſt Age, 
and Mr, Jones in this, have thought ſuch a 
Thing aof unlikely. But are theſe late Autho- 
rities, and madern Conjectures, a Ballance for 
the Teſtimonies of the Fathers, who in the ſe- 

_ cond, third, and former Part of the fourth Cen- 
turies, attribute the Goſpel in Debate, to St. 
Matthem only, and who conſtantly ſpeak of 
the other Goſpel, as an Heretical Piece, and 

_ conſequently as quite diſtinct from the Goſpel 
of St. Matthew? No, by no Means. The Re- 
ſult therefore of this Matter is, that the Ingui- 
76's ObjeRion to the Gſpel of St. Matthew, 
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is #udefenſible, and that ſubſtituted in its ſtead, 
by the Defender, is e eee Little Rea- 
ſon then has the Vindicator to be convinced, 
as our Author, p. 27. hopes he would, that it 
was not for Want of Vouchers to the Facts 
contained in the ſecond Objection, that the 
lame were omitted in the Inquiry. For if any 
ſuch had been producible, what need had the 
Defender to ſham a new State of the Objection 
upon his Readers. But the pleaſanteſt of all is, 
that when it appears the Inquirer had fo much 
Malice againſt the Goſpel of St. Matthew, as to 
object to it, what he was out of all hopes of 
proving, the Defender would nevertheleſs per- 
Wade us, that the Vouchers were omitted in 
Pure Tenderneſs to that Goſpel. But we deſire 
no more Tengderneſs of this Sort. Let him and 
his Friends for the Future, be rather Cruel, 
provided they are juſt. Exactly ſuch another 
Piece of Grimace, have we, p. 28. where after 
a long Account, entirely of his own deviſing, 
how the Goſpel according to the Hebrews, 
| which he makes to have been the ground Work 
of all the other Goſpels, became ſo greatly di- 
verſiſied, concludes thus, A Man 7s ſometimes 
ſorry to ſpeak the Truth, but why will they. 
extort it from us? To which our Anſwer is, 
that they cannot do us a greater Pleaſure, nor 
Religion a greater Service, than by ſpeaking 
every Truth in their Power. All we deſire, 
tho we never could yet obtain that Juſtice, is, 
that they would ſpeak nothing but the Truth. 
Before I take Leave of this ſecond Objection, 
E ſhall endeavour particularly to convince the 
2 — Dan 


OE 
Reader, if any Doubt remains with him, how 
ſorry, i. e. unwilling my Adverſary is t ſpeak | 
the Truth. Furſt then, at p. 80. the Vindica= © 
tor had aſſerted, that St. erom never makes 
the Goſpel of St. Matthew to have been the 
current Title of the Nazarene Goſpel among 
the Sect to which it belonged, i. e. among the 
 Nazarenes themſelves. But the Defender, Pp 
25, 26. in order to furniſh Matter for Oppoſi- 
tion, leaves out the Words among the Set to 
which it belonged, and makes the Vindzcator 
ſay abſolutely, © That Ferom never makes the 
« Goſpel of St. Matthew to have been the cur- 
« rent Title of that Goſpel which- the Naza- 
« renes uſed. ” And yet, as it happens, this 


Uſe to him. For St. Ferom, in the Paſſage 
produced by our Author, to confront the Vin- 
dicator's Aſſertion, even as he had new-model- 
led it, does not come up to the Point.“ The 
„Nagarenes, ſays that Father, uſe a Goſpel 
«. according to the Apoſtles, or as mos? think, 
« according to Matthew. He docs: not ſay 
as moſt call it > and therefore does not make 
its current Title to have been, according to 
5 Matthew: nor conſequently does he contradict 
the V indicators Aſſertion, in Part, or in the 
Whole. A ſecond grievous Inſtance of Preva- 
rication we have, p. 26. of the Defence where 
our Author pretends to give us the Reaſons, 
aſſigned by Mr. Jones, for the Variety of 
Names, which he ſays the ſame Hebrew Goſ- 
pel of St. Matthew ſeems to have gone by. 
e The firſt, according to the Defender, is, the 
J Uncertainty 


ſcandalous Management proves but of little 
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Uncertainty Perſons were under as td the Aus 
thor. As if Mr. Jones had applied this very 
Reaſon to the Calc of St. Matthew, believing, 

that antzently Perſons were under Uncertainty 
as to the Author of his Goſpel. Both which 
are. abſolutely and notoriouſly falſe. Conſcious 
therefore of having wrckedly prevaricated, the 
Defender refers to no particular Place, but to. 
Mr. Jones's Work at large, which conſiſts of 
no leſs than three Volumes. But the Paſſage 
meant is in Vol. 1. p. 152, 153. And there any 
one may ſee, that the Reaſon aboye-mentioned, 
was not. aſſigned with any View to St. Mat- 
thew's Hebrew Goſpel at all, but is confined by 
Mr. Jones himſelf, to the particular Caſe of St: 
Luke's and St. Mark's Goſpel. For to the Rea- 
fon itſelf, he immediately ſubjoins theſe Words, 
This ſeems to have been the Cale in reſpect 
« of the various Titles of Luke's and Marks 
« Goſpels. ” From two ſuch Inſtances of Ini- 
quity, as theſe, in one Page, does it not ſeem 
too plain, that when our Author made a Shep- 
wreck of his Faith, he ſuſtained, at the ſame 
Time, a grievous Loſs in common Honeſty ? 
In the Margin of the ſame, p. 26. we are 
« told, That the Eucratitæõ, alias Contineutes, 
« were not ſo properly the Diſciples of Tatian 
« (as the Vindicator, after Epiphanius aſſerts) 
“ as of Saturnimus and Marcion, who were be- 

« fore him, Vid. Grab. Iren. L I. c. 30. Eu- 
s cratite, ſays Grabe in his Index, a Saturnino 
« & Marcione orti.. But notwithſtanding 
the Defender and his Indexes, the Vindicator 
{fill inſiſts upon it, that the Eucratites were 

E properx 
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properly the Diſciples of Tatian; that before 
him there was no Hereſy thus denominated 
that Irenæus docs not ſay, as is commonly 
thought, that the & iyngglas, were from Satur- 
ninus and Marcion, but only, that from theſe 
they borrowed their Agamy or Doctrine againſt 
Marriage, as they did their ons from Halen- 
kinus; laſtly, "that * Euſebius, after Trenæus, 
declares Tatian the *Apynyiv, or Ringleader © 
the Exncrratites. WWW 
F. 28. the Defender proceeds, Thus far 
© [another Man would have ſaid thus much] 
« may obviate all the Vindicator hath ad van- 
« ced in Relation to external Evidence, by 
< which he would prove the Goſpel in Diſpute, 
« to belong to St. Matthew. ” Strange! When 
there is one entire Objection yet behind, rela- 
ting to external Evidence, and in Number the 
third, of which our Author has not yet taken 
the leaſt Notice. But after all, what could the 
poor Man do? To obſerve upon it as an Obje- 
Aion, without its Number, was to ſpeak con- 
Fuſedly, and to call it the third Objection, was 
impracticable, becauſe he had mentioned no ſe- 
cond Objection, having, as I obſervy'd before, 
for his own Convenience, put the u firſt Ob- 
jections together, and paſſed them off for one. - 
All therefore which was left for him tq do, was, 
to animad vert on the. Vindicator's Anſwer to 
the third ObjeQion, 4 the by, as it were, and 


as a Thing out of Colrfe., .. .. 1 
Now, among, other Cavils. againſt the exter- 
nat Evidence for the Genuzneneſs of St. Mat- 


— 
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thew's Goſpel, the Inquirer had intimated, 
that the earlicſt of this Sort was Ireneus, who 


flouriſhed above an hundred Years after the 


Aid Goſpel was publiſhed. To which the Vin- 
dicator replied, that Papas, who lived but 


_ fifty Years after this Goſpe/ came abroad, had 


alſo botn Witneſs to it. The Inquirer indeed 


had anticipated Papiass Teſtimony, by repre- 


ſentitig him as one, whom Euſebius, that re- 
ports his Tradition, eſteemed both Kmnave and 
Fool. In Anſwer to which the Viundicator 
proves, that the Inquirer had miſrepreſented 


Euſebius; that he ſets out Papias under no 


juch Characters, nor found any Fault with 
him, that ought. to leſſen the Credit of his 
Evidence in the preſent Cale. Here therefore 


the r Buſineſs lay open before him. 


What he had to do, was, to juſtify the Inqui- 
rer's Concluſion from the Words of Euſebius. 
Inſtead of which he aſſum̃es an Air of Pleaſan- 
try; talks of the hard Shift the Vindicator 
and his Aſſiſtants are put to, to maintain the 
Character of old Papias, and further fays, 
the Vindicator, gives a different Turn to Euſe- 
bius's Morde. But does he offer a ſingle Sa- 


ble in Proof, that this different Turn of Euſe- 


bius's Words. is contrary to Reaſon, and the 
Uſe of Language? Unleſs therefore to repeat 


the Falſhoods and Blunders of the Inquirer be 


to defend him, our Author, upon this Head, 
Has contributed nothing to the Defence of his 
r 55 
The Inquirer had made, Euſebius ſays, that 
Irenens was Papias's Pupil: of which the 
EGS 1 - N ; Vinditator 
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Vindicator complain d. And how does the 
Defender bring him off? Why by faying, in 
a Note at the Bottom of p. 28, that Euſebus 


can be underſtood in no other Senſe, ' when he 


fays: that old Papias Jed Irenæus into Error 
by his 1 . Duttrines. But does the De- 
fender think that all thoſe were Papias's Pu- 


* 


then this Abſurdity will follow, that Euſebius 


pils, whom he thus Jed into Error? If fo, 


made, not Irenzus only, but moſt of the Ec- 


cleſiaſtical Writers, for 200 Years after Papras's 
time, to be his Pupils. For of them, as well 
as of Trenæus, the Hiſtorian ſays, That they, 


followed Papias in his Miſtakes. In a Word 
therefore, [reneus might imbibe, as the reſt 


certainly did, the Milenary Errors of Paptas, 
G reading bis Books, nor do Euſebiuss Words 
neceſſarily imply, as the Defender argues, that 


Jrenæus in the ſtrict Senſe of Pupillage, was - 


* ww + 


Papias's F LON 8 

The Vindicator, ſays the fame Note, has 
« thought fit to deny, p. 36. with great A 
« ſarance; Abuſe and Vanity „that Treneus 


« was Papias's Scholar, affirming he was Pos 


<« lycarp's, for which there is not the leaſt 
% Pretence in all Antiquity, Jreneus only 
„ fays, (in Ep. ad Flor. ap, Euſeb. E. H. f. 20. 
< that he, when a very Child, had ſeen Po- 
Harp, and remembred his Perſon and ſome 
Hof his Sayings; and this our Author, I ſup- 
„ poſe, calls being his Diſciple. To which. 
he adds, in the End of the Note. Jerom 

<< exprelly affirms / in Ep. 29. ad Yœeod. that 
© Irenzus was Papias's Scholar, taking no 


K Notice 
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5 LNoticę of Polycarp. When we have éx- 
* amined this Paragraph, the Reader will ſee 
. who beſt deſerves the Language beſtowed at 
1 the Entrance of it, upon the Vindicator. And 
# \ firſt, he js falſely charged by our Author, with 
1 deny ing any where, in p. 36. that Trenæus 
| Was Papiass Scholar. All the Vindicator 
1 . denies is, that 7 reports any ſuch thing, 
„ and he further aſſerts, that Polycarp, and not 
 Papias, was the Maſter, from whom Jreneus 


Ll. received his (firſt) chriſtian Inftitution. 2dl) 
WW The Defender aſſerts, © That there is not a, 
* © leaſt Pretence in all Antiquity for making 
« Trenzus the Scholar of Polycarp, and par- 
e ticularly not in 7erom. Now if after, all 
this an expreſs Teſtimony ſhould be produced 
do this Allertion from Antiguity, and that Te- 
"i ſtimony ſhould be found even in Ferom himſelf. 
Wl; I ſee not how the Defender can avoid taking 
„ home the Aſſurance, Abuſe and Vanity which 
he has 10. freely laid at tlie Vindicator”s Door. 

See then Ferom's Catalogue of Etcleſraſticat. 
Writers: where, ſpeaking of Trenens, he lays: 
Conſtat autem Polycarpi, cujus ſupra fecimus 
Mentionem, Sacerdotis & Martyris, hunc fuiſſe 
Diſcipulum. It is certain that this Man ( Ire- 
„ 22us ) was the Scholar of Pelycarp, the Prieſt 
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W- fides, Feuæus's own Expreſſions, in his Epiſtle 
"i to Flprinis, are an unqueſtionable Evidence, 
4 that he had been the Scholar of Polycarp. 

1 For he does not barely fay, as our Author 
pretends, that he had ſeen Polycarp and heard. 

bis Sayings, but allo, that he had heard him 
A n diligently, 


8 


© and Martyr, whom I mentioned above. Be- 


= ͤ 

diligently, and remembred his Diſcourſes to 
he People. Further, giving a Reaſon why. he 
remembred the Tranſactions of thoſe Times, 
better than later Incidents, Jreneus ſays A. 
Yap in Tad ww H., ouautsoas Th Joxĩ iv8viar 
durñ. For what we learn in Childhood gr w=- 
ing together with the Soul, or Mind, becomes 


dne with it. But this Obſervation had had 


no Pertinence, if Irenæus had not been Toly- 
carp's nhaburis os Diſciples. Laſtly, our Author 
has no Authority for rendering Jreneus his 
Words, mais wv ir, when a De Child. On 
the other Hand, Mr. Dodwel has proved from 
the Diſtinction of Ages in the Life of Man, 
made by Irenæus himſelf on another Occaſion, 
that he muſt at this time have been more than 
twenty Years Gd. 
But to return to Papias the Vindicator 
had inſiſted upon it, that notwithſtanding the 
Defect of Judgment, and the Errors charged 
upon him by Euſebius, he was ſufficiently qua- 
lified to relate ordinary and well known Tra- 
ditions, 3. e. the Traditions of his own Time 
concerning the Authors of the Church's Goſ- 
pels. And the Defender, inſtead of diſprove- 
ing this, asks a Queſtion foreign to the Pur- 
poſe. Am I then, ſays he, to build my Faith 
« and my Hope uopn a Tradition derived from 
a Man of little Underſtanding and no Judg- 
ment, and who in Fact was a Teacher of 
“ falſe Doctrine. As if there was no Diffe- 
rence between building entirely on the Tradi- 
Fo pig Mr. Dadze!'s third Diſſertarion on Trewens, Sect. 6. 
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tion of Papias, which is not required of him, 
and making his Evidence paſs tor nothing at 


all. 


4 The 7 indicator, p. 37. had charged the 
« Inquirer with a monſtrous Untruth, in fay= 
« ing, that the whole Tradition of Matthew's | 


ce being Author of the Goſpel we now make 


uſe of, depends upon the fingle Teſtimony 
« of Papias. Whereas the follawing Fathers, 


„ both of the ſecond and third Century {ap 2 


port the Genuineneſs of that Goſpel Fo the 
“ Tradition of no ſingle Perſon whatever, but 


« from the Tradition of the Apoſtolical 


„Churches, traced up to the Apoſtles. their 
« Founders.” From this heavy Charge the 
Defender does not pretend to juſtify his Client, 
but ſpeaks only to the Fact of Tradition, and 


dropping all mention of Fathers in the fecond 


Century, who appealed to the Tradition of the 
Apaſiolical Churches, and who are named, by 
the Vindicator, with the Places in their Writ 


ings, where ſuch Tradition is inſiſted on, he 
argues as follows. Let him, ſays he, but al- 
low Hereticks, the Chriſtiaus of the firſt 
« Century, which they claim, and they will 


« yield to him the Fathers of the Third, 70 


c could know nx of this Goſpel, but from 


4 their Teſtimony. But to this 0 onbty will 


©. be ſaid, that thoſe Fathers took not their 
« Tradition from the Heretical Jews, but from 
«the Apoſtolical Churches. But Hereticks 
c will ask where thoſe Apoſtolical Churches 
“ then ſubſiſted: ſince · the only Apoſtolical 
55 Church, for whole fake the Calbel i in debate, 
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& js ſaid to have been compoſed, had another 
« Tradition and another Ghee * Nx 


To which we give in this plain Reply: That Ts 


the Hereticks muſt yield to us the Fathers of 
the Second, as well the third Century, who do 
alike appeal to Apoſtolical Tradition for the 


 Genuineneſs of all the Churches Goſpels, and 


yet we will not allow the Heretzcks, any one 
_ Chriſtian, Heretical or otherwiſe, of the firſt 
Century as declaring, that thoſe Goſpels were 
not written by the Authors, whoſe Names they 
bear, becauſe they produce no good Evidences 
of ſach a Fatt. The Apoſtolical Churches, ap- 
pealed to by the Fathers, ſubſiſted at Rome, 
at Alexandria, at Epheſus, and at Feruſalem, 
to name no more, For our Author cannot prove 
that the Church of Jeruſalem had a different 
Tradition from the reft, or a Goſpel of | St. 
Matthew, that varied, in Subſtance, from, that 
now in Uſe. | 
The Defender, p. 29. pretends to Hater; 
that the V. indicator, as well as the Biſbop, has 
a good Liking to Oral Tradition, and that no 
other is meant by the Tradition of the Apoſto- 
_ tical Churches: without which, he ſays, it is 
granted, p. 42. of the V. indication, the Ge- 
nuineneſs of the ſacred Books and their fasth- 
i Tranſmiſſion cannot be Wee made 


| hy how does our Author know, that *the 
Tradition of the Apoſtolical Churches was no 
other than Oral Tradition, and not founded on 


written Acts? Sure I am, that nothing in the 
| Writings f 
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10 ritings of the Fathers, who plead Preſerig- 


tion for the Church's Goſpels, ſuppoſes it to 
be merely or neceſſarily Oral: And therefore 
the Defender had no Right to aſſign it that 
and go other Meaning. Beſides, it is a great 
Untruth to ſay, the Vindicator grants, p. 42. 


that the Cenumeneſs of the ſacred Books and 


their faithful Tranſmiſſion cannot be ſatisfac- 
out, but by the Tradition of the 
Apoſtolical Churches. For the Vindicator does 


not ſpeak there, particularly of that fort of 
Tradition, but of the Tradition of all Ages, 
that have paſſed from the Foundation of Chriſ- 


tianity to our own Times, meaning the ritten 
Tradition conveyed by the Eccleſiaſtial Writers 
of thoſe ſeveral Ages. The Cry therefore 
raiſed by the Defender upon this miſtaken Con- 


_ ceflion, p. 30. as if we were reduced to none 
| but Oral Tiadition from the ſare N ord of God, 


is = and groundleſs. - 
30. Our Author calls it the V. indicator's 


Miſtake, to ſay, that the Romi/b Church founds 


Religious Doctrines on Oral Tradition, re- 
t to Scripture, and written Tradition 
Fo, « For ſays he, all their Doctrines are 


4 founded or pretended to be founded either 
_ © upon Scripture or elſe upon the Decrees or 


Determinations of Councils: they no more re- 


gard Oral Tradition than Proteſtants. ” But | 


pray what are the Decrees and Determinations 


of ſome Popſh. Councils founded upon, faye 


Or al 'Tradition ? Had the ſecond Council of 
Nice, for inſtance, either expreſs Scripture, or 
* . the 


WF 
the Decrees of former Councils for the Worſhip 
of Images? And did not this very Council, 
as Du Pin (Hiſt. of Ecclel. Writers, Vol. 
VI. p. 138.) informs us, maintain Images to be 
a Tradition of Chriſt which was not writ- 


ten. And may not the like be faid of many 


other Doctrines in that Church? The main 


Foundation therefore on which theſe Practiſes 
were firſt taken up and injoined, muſt be that 
of Oral Tradition. That particular Men alſo 
of that Communion regard Oral Tradition, how 
confidently ſozver the Contrary is aſſerted by 
our Author, appears moſt evident. Thus, it 
is well known, that Mr. Serjeanut, a Popiſh 
Writer, in his Book called Sure Footiug, main- 
tained that Oral Tradition is the Rule of Faith. 
in anſwer to which, Archbiſhop Tillotſon wrote 
his Rule of Faith. An. 1666. Thus the fa- 
mous Sehelſtrate, in a Book called Diſſertatio 
Apologetica de Diſcipliud Arcanz, and printed 
An. 1685. argues, That the Church concealed 
« her Doctrines, and that the Stream of Tra- 
dition, like ſome Rivers, ran for a great way 
« under Ground, till at laſt it broke out and 
e diſcovered it ſelf in this Age or that Couns 
« cil. Thus he accounts for the Lateneſs 
of Tranſubſtantiation, of the Worſhip of Ima- 
ges, and of the ſeven Sacraments, Sc. Again, 
can it be already forgot, that a celebrated Ro- 
miſb Prieſt, in a Conference with Dr. (aſter- 
wards Biſhop) Stilliugfleet, held in the Reign 
of King James the Second, founded the In- 
fallibility of the Rowe Faith upon the In- 

| | fallibility 


Tb | TS] 
fallibility of Oral Tradition. In a Word, 
we do not affirm that all of the Romiſh Com- 
munion regard Oral Tradition equally: but cer- 
tain it is, that the Council of Trent obliges 
them all to expreſs a much greater regard for 
Oral Tradition, than the Defender allows. 
For that Council, as the Archbiſhop tells us, 
(Rule of Faith, Part 4. Sect. 2.) declares itſelf | 
to receive and honour with equal pious Aﬀec- 
tion and Reverence, the Books of Scripture and 
 anwritten Tradition. But did ever Proteſtants 
regard Oral Tradition at this Rate? I am aſhamed 
to dwell any longer on ſo plain a Cale. 
| The Defender proceeds, ibid. But if they 
it did {found ſome Doctrines on Oral Tradition ] 
| « where, I pray, lies the greater Blame and 
9 « Danger in taking up with a few Doctrines, 
only upon the Credit of Oral Tradition, or 
„ making the Holy Books themiclves to de- 
« pend on it, together with the as uncertain 
„ written Tradition of the Fathers. The Viudi- 
<« cator ſeems to forget, that all written Tra- 
dition of the Fathers concerning the Au- 
s thority of Scripture, is, at beſt, founded 
« upon Oral Tradition, if not their own In- 
'F c yentions and not upon any Acts, as has been 
4 « obſerved before. Anſwer. The Genuzne- 
1 Xeſs of antient Books, whether ſacred or pro- 
L fane, muſt depend upon Tradition. So that 
= there can be no Blame in doing, what is una- 
| Vvoidable. 
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| | Se Dr. Stillingfleet's ſecond Letter to Mr. G. in anſwer to 
| | | two Letters, lately publiſhed concerning the Conference at the 
_ P. Printed An. 1687. p. 9, 10, 14, 16. but principal- 
Jo N &e | 


. — 


M1 
yoidable. Nor is there Danger in this way of 
roceeding- Becauſe our Tradition for the holy 
Books, both as to Genuineſs and faithful Tranſs 
miſſion, is incomparably ſtronger, than can be 
produced for any ſecular Writings of equal 
Antiquity. But here, by Tradition, I mean 
ritten Teſtimony. For as to the Authority 
of Scripture's being founded upon Oral Tra- 
dition, the Vindicator could not ſorget ſuch a 
Thing: becauſe he never believed it to be ſo. 
He does indeed remember how our Author ob- 
ſerved before, p. 16. that the Fathers built their 
Teſtimonies of this kind, on no Acts, and that 


* 


he endeayoured to perſuade us, Father Simon 


had obſerved the ſame thing before him: but 
he remembers alſo, that this Attempt ended 
in a Diſcovery of his having groſly and ſcanda- 
loufly abuſed the Meaning of that learned Man. 
The Reaſonings of p. 31. in the Defenſe, 
ſeem to proceed upon a Miſtake, as if the Tet- 


timony of Tradition, for which we contend, 


primarily related to the Truth of the Goſpel 
Hiſtory, whereas its immediate Regard is not 
to that, but to St. Matthew's being Author 
of the Goſpel aſcribed to him, We own then, 
that all human Teſtimony falls ſhort of being 
abſolutely certain, and therefore ſhall be con- 
tented, if that which is produced for the Ge- 
nuineneſs of St. Matthew's Goſpel be accounted 
no more than Highly probable. For whoever 
refuſes to credit ſuch Teſtimony in Religious 
Matters, and yet proceeds on no better in the 
moſt important of worldly Affairs, convicts 
himſelf of manifeſt Partiality, We agree like- 

„„ : 12 = wn 


aut. Oo 
wiſe with the Defender, that Credibility ef 
\ Perſons, and Credibility of Things, are Cir- 
cunſtauces necefſary to render all Teſtimony 
worthy of Aſſent. And therefore if it ſhall 

appear, that the Fathers, who youch for St. 
| Matthew, are worthy of no Credit, or that his 
being Author of the Goſpel aſcribed to him, 
is in itſelf incredible, we will freely give up 
both them and it. But, as to the firſt of 
theſe Circumſtances, Credibility of Perfons, 
we deny that good Senſe is always required to 
render Witneſſes deſerving of Credit. For every 
one muſt have obſerved, that there are ſome 
Caſes, ſo plain, as that the Teſtimony of an 
honeſt Peaſant carries the ſame Weight with 
it, as that of a Philoſopher. Now of this Na- 
ture is the Point before us. Every Chriſtian, 
of oidinary Diſcernment, in the earlier Times, 
was as well qualified to relate the common 
Vogue of the Age he lived in, concerning the 
Authors of the ſacred Books, as any Man of 
the beſt Senſe whatever. If therefore the De- 
ender and his Friends would effeQually inva- 
lidate the Teſtimonies of the Eccleſiaſtical 
Writers in the three firft Centuries (for theirs 
is the valuable Tradition in the preſent Cale) 
they muſt, laying aſide all that concerns the 
Capacities and Improvements of thoſe Writers, 
ſhew them to be what he pretends, deſiguing 
Knaves. And in the Proof of this, we ſhall 
expect that he deſcends to Particulars, and not, 
as here, barely deliver his own Opinion of the 
Fathers, or make general Appeals to their 
V Writings. For Calumny and Confidence can 
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TO 
at any time act ſuch a Part as this. In ſhort, 
we are fo fully perſuaded of the Innocency 
of the Fathers, in the firſt Ages, that we 
challenge the Ad verſaries of Religion to a fair 
Scrutiny into their Characters for Veracity 
and Credibility: and if they either decline 
this Trial, or have the worſt of ir, they muſt 
forever ſtand upon Record, as convicted of a 
Crime at once the moſt heznons and the moſt 
ungenerous, flandering the Dead. © 
« The Defender is ſorry, p. 32. the Vindi- 
« cator ſhould lay, that heavy Charges of this 
« Nature come unſupported from Infidel Au- 
« thors.” And I verily believe, he is ſorry 
for this and every other Saying of the Vindi- 
cator in the preſent Controverſy, that carries 
Truth and Pertinence with it. But has he fo 
much as attempted to ſhew that Infidel Au- 
thors do ſupport ſuch heavy Charges, contrary - 
to what the Vindicator ſays? No, unleſs we 
reckon Dazlee, Hentius and Petavius Infidels. 
And all they ſay, if admitted, proves only, 
that the Fathers were fallible, and in ſome in- 
decided Points, erroncous: not that they were 
Knaves, or if now alive, would be the Shams 
and Blot of their Profeſſion, the Charges re- 
ferred to by the Na. 
_ 161d. © He is ſorry again, the Vindicator 
„ ſhould »onſtrouſly aſſert, that a Religion 
* deſcended from Heaven owes its Propaga- 
„tion to ſuch Inſiruments. What greater 
“ SJur, adds he, could this Man put upon 
_ & Chriſtianity, or what greater Advantage could. 
be giye the Deiſt againſt it, than to make 
| > : Cs 0 it 
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« it owe its Authority and Increaſe to the Pa- 
4 triotiſm / he ſhould have ſaid Patronage ) and 
“Providence of ſuch Men. Now as to the 


Sentence made for the Vindicator, and marked, 


as his in Ttalick, he utterly diſowns it, and 
calls it the Forgery of his Adverſary but 


what he has really ſaid, vzz. that the firſt Fa- 


thers had the Direction of Religion, and were 


its Advocates, and alſo what he had intimated, 


that they were inſtrumental in its Propaga- 
tion, all this he owns, and ſees no Hurt to 
Chriſtianity, but rather Good from it. For ad- 
mitting thoſe Fathers to have been weak, 7. e. 


not Philoſophers nor Orators, nor Politicians, 


which the Vindicator knows to be the worſt 
that can be {aid of them, with any Colour of 
Truth, he is ſtill ſure, that to ſuppoſe ſuch 


Mien inftruments, by which God reformed the 


World, is no Sur upon Chriſtianity : becauſe 
St. Paul ſaid the fame of thoſe, who ſpread 
the Faith in his Time, vig. that God choſe 
the Fooliſh of this World to confound the Wiſe, 
1 Cor. i. 27. The Vindicator is further aſſured, 
that what he has aſſerted, is an evident Diſ- 
ad vantage to Dezſm: becauſe it ſtrongly con- 
cludes for the Divine Original of Chriſtianity, 


that Ignorant and unphiloſophical Men ſhould 
de able fo A and at the tame Time ſo 
Fully to e 


ect its Propagation. And if all this 


will not comfort the Defender, I, in my Turn, 
am ſorry for him. 

 Jbid. Our Author goes farther than the Dzf- 
ſertation-Mriter, and affirms, p. 32. © That e- 
« yery ſingle Father before the ſecond general 


Council 


Fl © 


"0 Council (held Anu. 381.) were rank Hereticks, 
4 and Enemies to the Catholick Church, as Ca- 


( tholiciſm now goes, not excepting the great 
« Athanaſius himſelf, and refers the V7ndicator 


« to Daille, Huetius's Origeneana, and Petavi- 


« 4s, who, he ſays, will abundantly ſatisfy him 
that they err'd in the capital Articles of the 


s Catholick Faith, and we know certainly 
« their Tenets ſtand condemn'd by the Reſolu- 


ec tions and Decrees of national Synods and ge- 
« neral Councils. 5 . > 85 
To all which I reply, firſt, That the Cen- 


ſures paſt upon the Fathers by theſe learned 


Men, are the leſs to be regarded, becauſe they 


lad all private Views to ſerve this Way. The 


Weight of the Antients, againſt Parity of 
Church Governors, for which Daille was an 
Advocate, was ſo heavy upon him, that he 
was glad, at any Rate, to diſcharge their Teſti- 
monies. And for Petavius and Huetius, it 
was evidently their Aim, to eſtabliſn the Au- 


thority of the Church of Rome, upon the Ruins 


of Antenicene Antiquity. 2dly, The Fathers 
have been occaſionally vindicated againſt Daille, 
by ſeveral Writers, and profeſſedly by Matthew 
Scrivener, in his Apologia pro S. Eccleſia Pa- 
tribus adverſus Joannem Dallæum, de Uſu Pa- 


trum, &c. printed at London, An. 1672. and 


- 3 alſo againſt Petavius, by out own 
Biſhop Bull. * 3dly, Admitting all that theſe 
Men fay to be true, it amounts to no more, 
than thar the Fathers were erroneous in certain 
undecided Points, or that they ſpake unaccu- 
| . 


cee his Pefenſio Feb. Nicen. throughout. > 


rate on ſome decided Ones: but ſtill with- 
out any Intent of oppoſing Synods and Councils. 
They were therefore erroneous only, not Here- 
tio, and much leſs not rank Hereticks. 
I cannot find any ſuch Paſſage in Le Clerc's 
Ars Critica, c. 5. as that cited, p. 33. We 
are not however to wonder, at any Iuvectives 
from that Writer againſt the Councils of the 
4th Century, conſidering his known Averſeneſs 
to the doctrinal Decrees of thoſe Aſſemblies. 
And from any particular Vindication, I am pre- 
vented by a learned Hand, that has very late- 
ly done Juſtice to this Subject. + | 
The Complaints of the Emperor Conſ{antine, 
ibid. relate to the Synod of Bre, made up of 
 Arians and Meletians, the bitter Enemies of 
. Athanaſius and yet our Author reproaches 
the Orthodox Fathers with the vile Proceedings 
of that factious Aſſemblyr. . 
The Words of Nagiaugen, which follow 


next, p. 34. concern no Synods, but thoſe of his 
own Time, which was late in the fourth Cen- 
tury. And is it reaſonable that the Fathers of 
the three firſt Centuries ſhould loſe all Credit, 

becauſe ſome were factious, late in the fourth. 
But moſt remarkable is the Paragraph with 
which the Defender concludes his Charge upon 
the primitive Fathers, ibid. Archbiſhop Tz/- 
lot ſon, ſays he, ſpeaking of a certain general 
Council, ſays that if a general Council of 
« Atheiſts, had met together with a De- 
| | 4 Lon 
+ Dr. Berriman, in his brief Remarks on Mr. Chandler's Intro- 


Auction to the Hiſtory of the Inquiſition, ſo far as it relates to the 
Cauſe of Arianiſm, and the two firſt general Councils. El 


[LEW 


« ſign to abuſe Religion, by talking idea 


4 bully concerning it, they. 091d; yot have 
4 done it more effeQually. ” But has this cer- 


tain general Council no Name? And did not 


the Archbiſhop mean here, the ſecond Council 
of Nice, held An. 787, and conſequently near 
350 Years later than the lateſt of thoſe Fathers, 


cited by the Biſbop to vouch for the Goſpels. 
How muſt that Man be ftraiten'd for Scandal 
againſt the early Councils and Fathers that uſes 
ſuch Arts as theſe to come by it; | 


And thus the Defender pleaſes himſelf, P. 38. 


as if he had ſhewn, that the Goſpel of St. Mat- 


thew went under ſo many different Titles, that 
it is utterly impracticable for us to come at 
the true Author. And thence he concludes, 
that our only rows is to internal Evidence, 
and the Proof the Goſpel itsſelf affords of its 


cn Divinity which he thinks, the trues?, af 
not the only Tet, by which the Word of God 
can be fairly tried. He pretends therefore, to 
be ſurpriz d, that the Vindicator attempts to 


diſcover nothing of this Nature in our preſent 


_ Goſpels, but ſeems to deſpair of being ever able 
to make them good from the NHatneſi they bear 
of their own Divinity. © For he admits, that 
4 neither their Genuineneſs, nor faithful Tranſ- 


©. miſſion, can be ſatisfactorily made out, with- 
4 out human Teſtimony: which, to be ſure, 


« ſays he, is a great Point given up to Infidels, 
« who pretend to prove from the Internals of 


c human Compoſure, and that of ſome very 
o 
. 


« St. Matthew's Goſpel, that it is a mary 


literate and unexperienc'd 
> Þ 


* > 
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On the other Hand, the Reader has ſeen, 


that the Goſpel of St. Matthew never went 
under any different Title in the firſt Ages of 
Chriſtianity; that the firſt who ſuſpected any 
ſuch Thing, were Writers as late, as the latter 
End of the fourth Century; that no Catholic k 
Writer, in any Age, doubted the Genui neneſs 
of its preſent Title, nor has any Heretich, that 
we know of, in all that Time, denied St. Mat- 
the to be the Author, except the Manichees 
antiently, and the German Anabaptiſts of la- 
ter Times. We cannot miſs therefore of the 
true Author of this Goſpel, by external Evi- 

_ dence, and conſequently we have a reaſonable 


Aſſurance that it was compoſed by Inſpiration, 


without having recourſe to internal Evidence 
'of ſuch Inſpiration. Beſides, what is this in- 
ternal Evidence, about which the Defender 
makes a Stir, as if it was the only proper 
Method by which the Word of God can be 


fairly tried? Is there ſuch a Thing as Stile or 


Language peculiar to Revelation? Or are we 
to look for expreſs Characteriſticks of Divinity 


in every Book pretending to Inſpiration? No 
ſurely. All we are neceſſarily to expect from 


the Internals of ſach Books, is, that they be 


worthy of God. From whence it will follow, 


that they may have been written by his infal- 
lible Direction. But in order to our being ſa- 


tisfied, that they were actually ſo compolcd, 


we muſt firſt Know the Authors of them, which 


cannot be done without the Help of Tradition. 

It is true, the Infidels pretend to prove from 

the Iuternals of St. Matthews Goſpel, that it 
b 0 


- Fa 
is a merely human Compoſure but it is as true, 
that their Arguments, on this Head, are utter- 
ly znconcluſfve, and ſome of their Objections ſo. 
trivial, that, as we ſhall ſee hereafter, the 
LN himſelf is aſhamed to appear for 
them. . | 

He tells us, p. 36. that the Vindicator af- 
fects to diſtinguiſh himſelf from the Biſbop, 
The former aims at no more than to clear 
« St. Matthew's Goſpel of all Objections ari- 
« {ing from the Iuternals thereof, ſo far as to. 
« give it the Appearance of a conſiſtent human 
Compoſure without Error, not undertaking 
& to prove it a divine Performance from any 
“ peculiar Excellence to be perceived in it fu- 
« perior to human; whereas the Bzſhop con- 
ceives it neceſſary, © that the New Teſtament 
« Books, 7. e. the Whole of them, ſhould be 
« written under the immediate Direction of the 
« Holy Spirit, aot merely for the Avoidance 
« of Error, but becauſe the Things to be de- 
c livered to them, were above the Reach of 
„ natural Reaſon. *”” But here, the Words in 
Ttalick, tho cited as the Bzſhops, are the De- 

ender's own Addition. And for the reſt, what 
the Brſbop affirms of the New Teſtament in 
general, the Vindicator believes as to St. Mat- 
tbew's Goſpel in Particular, vg. that it was 
neceſſary it ſhould be written under the Di- 
rection of the Holy Spirit and for the very 
fame Reaſon, becauſe the Things delivered in 
it were ſome of them above the Reach of na- 
tural Reaſon. But that every Thing of this 
Kind was really 2 by Chriſt, we can- 
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not be fully perſuaded without a reaſonable Aſ- 


ſurance, that this Gaſpel was written under the 


Direction of the bleſſed Spirit. For which 
Cauſe the Vindicator did not content himſelf 


with giving the Goſpel in Diſpute the bare Ap- 


pearance of 4 conſiſtent human Compoſure with- 


out Error, as the Defender moſt znjuriouſly re- 
preſents the Matter, but likewiſe took Care to 


clear the Evidence for its being written by an 


Author, who was under infallible Direction, 


laid together in the Paſtoral Letter, from the 


Cavils of the Inquiry. Beſides, what can. be 


more ridiculous than for our Author, to ſpeak | 
of the Vindicator's Aims, and of his affecting 


to diſtinguiſh himſelf, and of his not underta- 


king to prove Things, when his whole Buſineſs 


was to wait upon the Inquirer, and his Aims 


could not extend themſelves beyond the other's 


Objections, and when he had no Room, any 
more than Juclination, to diſtinguiſh himſelf 
from the Biſbop. He confeſſes indeed, that he 
did not undertake to prove St. Matthew's Goſ- 
el a divine, Performance, from any internal 
bade but herein he conceives himſelf 
not at all diſtin from the Bz/hop, who no 
where directly proves its divine Authority from 
any ſuperior Excellency of Method, Stile, Do- 
ctrine or Hiſtorical Matter, The Defender in- 
deed would perſuade us, that the Biſbop had 
affirmed ſomething like this, When he ſays 


Paſt. Let. p. 7. that the 7 0 Writings of 
4 


the New Teſtament have all of them the Stamp 
of Divine Authority, and thereupon calls for 
one os more Inſtances, of ſuch Stamp diſcovera- 
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ble in any Part of the Goſpel before us. But 
he utterly miſtakes his Lordſhip, Who, by the 
Stamp of Davine Authority, which he affirms 
all the ſacred Writings have, means no internal 

Evidence. len Authority, but only the 
Character, which the Uſe and Eſtimation of 
Chriſtians has ſfampt upon * as of divine 
Authority, and the en of their un 
and Hope. 

Qun Author, 5. 3 7. takes bly Leave of 

tient Teſtimony <4 the Genueneneſs of t 
Churches. Gaſtals, with remarking, that it 10 
the. Teſtimony of Partymen and Enthuſiaits ; 
tho, tor. ought that appears, no Chriſtian, of a- 
ny Party or. Temper, till the latter End of the 
ſecond. Century, pretended that any of them 
were ſpuricus. And therefore, notwithſtanding 
the Clamour of our Adverſary on this Occaſion, 
all ſober Men muſt continue to think that our 
Sceptic ks and Infidels are {e}f-condemned, who 
55 that very Evidence for the Gennineneſs 

ſacred Books, upon which ſecular ones n 
among them for umqueſtionable. 

And now the Defender proceeds to examine 
the Vindzcator's Anſwers to the Objections 


drawn from the Internals of St. Matthew's 


Goſpel. The firſt of which. Kind was, that if 
the Evangeliſt had been Matthew the A Apoſtle; 
he would have ſpoke of himſelf with 
Note of Diſtin&ion, and. in the frſt Pam 

not in the Third. | _ | 
Io which the V indicator, in Effect, replied 
ch. That the fame Objection lies much 

n againſt Laser. 8 Commentaries: which 
K net wirk- 
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notwithſtanding all the preſent Learned receive 
as unqueſtionably his. This our Author calls a 


ſunple Reply. iſt, Becauſe the Vindicator 


himſelf, p. 91. raiſes Doubts, whether Cæſar 
was indeed the Author of thoſe Commentarzes, 
and ſo deſtroys his own Argument. But this 

is falſe. The Vindicator, p. 91. raiſes no ſuch 


| Doubts: only in Anſwer to the Inquirer, who 


had raſhly affirmed, that the Authors of all 


profane Writings, of any Note, are, and have 


ever been univerſally aſſented to, without Diſ- 


pute, he ſhewed that ſome had entertained 
Doubts about Cæſar's Commentaries: but did 


not in the leaſt intimate them to be really 
doubtful. The Vzngrcator's Anſwer therefore, 
in Spite of this firſt Reaſon, continues firm and. 


good. 2dly, The Defender thinks Cæſar's 


Commentaries ought not to be mentioned, 
which had like to have ſuffered by the ſame 
Fault, nor ought to be oppoſed to Matthew's 
Goſpel, as if the Author of the One, was as 
requiſite to be perpetuated, as the Author of 
the Other. Anſwer, Cæſars Commentaries 


were never like to {ſuffer on this Account: and 


the Attempts of Lud. Caſſio, and Floridus Sa- 


 binus, to prove them ſpurzons, have rather rai- 


ſed their Indrgnation, than the Suſpicions of 
the Learned. Again, as the Author of Mat- 
thew's Goſpel was, to borrow our Adverfary's 
Phraſe, more requiſite to be perpetuated, than 
the Author of Cæſar's Commentaries, fo more 


Care was taken to perpetuate him, tho not juſt 


© 


. Fa] 


in the Defender's own Way. For Hiſtory in- 


forms us, that St. Matthew delivered his Goſ- 


| gel to his Countrymen, as his own Work: 


whereas we do not find that Czſar, in any 
ſuch Manner, delivered his Writings to the 
Romans. And the Effe& of St. Matthew's 
Care appeared by the Event. For none, from 


the Beginning, for fifteen ſucceſſive Centuries, 


is found to have diſputed his Title, fave Manes 
and his Followers, who would have done the 
lame, if the Evangeliſt had ſpoken of himſelf 


in the firſt Perſon: as appears by his rejecting 


St. Paul's Epiſtles, in many of which he ſpeaks 
of himſelf, in the firſt Perſon. 3dly, He fays, - 
That what was decent and proper in Cæſar, 
« ſpeaking of his own great Actions, was quite 
« indecent and improper in St. Matthew, trea- 
„ting of another, whom he had to exalt to 
„the Skies upon his own Authority. But 


Vas there nothing great, nothing honourable in 


the Apoſtolate, that ſhould make it decent for 
St. Matthew, who had no other Occaſion but 
this, for ſpeaking of himſelf in the firſt Perſon, 


to forbear doing it? Beſides, to ſay that St. 
Matthew's Authority, for want of ſuch em- 
Phatical Mention of himſelf, did not deſcend 
with his Goſpel, is a direct begging of the 


Queſtion. It is pretended indeed, p. 38. © That 
Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory ſhews the fatal Effect 


s of this Author's Concealment, vi. the Com- 


« buſtion among the firſt Chriſtians, touching 


the true Author of this Goſpel, and the 


« Freedom which Hereticks took with it, | 


« which they dared riot haye done with the 


. Work 


7 BJ 
« Work of an Holy Apoftle. * But we inſiſt 
upon it, that Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory ſays not 

one Syllable about any Combuſtion among the 
irn Chriſtians, touching the true Author of 

the Goſpel aſcribed to St. Matthew. And for 
the Freedom which Heretzcks took with this 
Goſpel, the Fact itsſelf is far from being cer- 


tain. But admitting it to be fo, He muſt 


know little of Antiquity, who thinks the 
Name of an Holy Apoſtle would have prote&- 


ed it from ſuch Freedoms. For the early He- 


 reticks pretended to greater Perfection and 
Wiſdom than the Apoſtles had. And accord- 
ingly, the Ebionites, who, if any did it, made 
free with St. Matthew's Goſpel, rejected all 
St. Pauls Epiſtles, tho avowedly bearing the 
Name of an Holy Apoſtle, and reviled him in- 
to the Bargain. Aiterwards the Marcionites, 
tho they owned the Authority of that great 
1 _ took the Liberty to cut off from his 
Epiſtles, whatever ſtood in the Way of their 
Hach. Upon the Whole, no one ill Conſe- 
quence can fairly be charged on this s&wu/kz 
behind of the Author of the Goſpel aſcribed to 
St. Matthew, as our Author, with his uſual 
Deceney, expreſſes himſel 
The ſecond Objection againſt the Gennmeneſs 
of St. Matthew's Goſpel is, That if he had 
„ been the Author thereof, he would never 
4 have appropriated to himſelf the reproachful 
Term of Publican, contrary to the natural 
4 Policy of all Authors, who have any Deſire 
their Works ſhould be credited. © This, 
< lays the Defender, p. 38. is an * | 
ME; nn | F 
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tay. 


e that Force, that one, would think the Vin-, 


« dicatur ſhould have been afraid to meet it. 
« For can any Thing demonſtrate greater Folly 
« and Mad Hr than for an Hiſtorian to deſtroy 
<« his own Reputation, and put an End to that 
« Credit for which he writes? This Sugge- 


ſtion would have had ſome. Pertinence, if the 


Defender had proved by good Authority, that 
no. Jew converted or unconverted would ever 
give Credit to an Hiſtorian in St. Matthew's 


Circumſtances. | We know indecd that a eu- 


22 Publican, continuing ſuch, lay under ſome 
Incapacities in his own. Country, with reſpe& 
to publick Teſtimony :; but that a. Few after 


he had abandoned that Calling, had no Degree _ 
of Credit among his People, does not appear. 

Heſides, can it be thought that the Jewiſh 
Chriſtians, for whoſe Sa kes St. Matthew wrote 
bis, Goſpel, and among whom he had before 


preached it, were Strangers to his paſt Profeſ- 
ſion! ?. And is it not Tidiculous. to. think he had 


any Reaſon to fear, that thoſe. very Perſons, 


who, knowing his Hiſtory had — | 
many Years rever'd him in; Quality. of an Apo- 


ſtle, would aſterwards, on that very Account, 


diſcredit him, AS, An Evangeliſt? Bur after all, 


had the owning. of his. paſt Profeſſion. been hu- 


manly ſpeaking, the. Way to loſe /all Credit, it 
will not thence follow, that St... Mat thew 
would have certainly. forborg, all Mention of it. 
For many other Means, uſed in the firſt Re- 


commendation of Chriſtianity, were contrary to 


human Policy. God at that Time apparently 
Pte fe In i of this Wr * Lot 25 


954; 
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found the Wi ”Y -and yet the Eyent ſhewed, 
"that there was neither Folly nor Madneſs in 
the Choice. For the Chriſtian Religion, under 
all theſe ſeeming Diſad vantages, bore down al! 
the Oppoſition that human Power or TDolicy 
could make againſt it. he 7 
The J indicator had ved, Pp. 3 9. “That 
« jt would have been ridiculous for St. Mat- 
“ thew, who relates our Lord's free Converſa- 
« tions with Publicans, to have concealed his 
« own paſt. Relation to that Calling. To 
which the Defender makes this modeſt Re- 


ply, © That as FT was inditing a Hiſtory to 


4 the Jews, theſe Particulars; "ay the Here- 

« ticks, being no Illuſtration of his Subject; 
& but a great leſſening of it rather, had been 
much better omitted both of himſelf and his 
Lord too. Now the Scribes and Phari- 


ſees had objected in like Manner to our Lord's 
converſing with Publicans, that it leſſened his 


Character. And ſince the Defender has thought 
fit to renue the Charge, he ſhould likewiſe have 
tefuted the known Apology, which Chriſt made 
for this Part of his Conduct. He ſhould have 
proved, in Particular, that it was beneath Fe- 
ay to call Sinners to Repentance, and that as 
a ſpiritual Phyſician, he ought to have with- 
holden his Medicines from thoſe, who Rood 
moſt in need of them: laſtly, that it is no Il- 
luſtration of any Man's Character, as a Teacher 
of Righteouſneſs, to relate of him, that he 
made his more eſpecial A pplication to thoſe, 
who were moſt practiſed in Iniquity. And 
when our tko, or tis Hereticks, ſhall _ 
| . 


5 [E514 
made out theſe Particulars, we may promiſe to 
give up the Goſpel in Diſpute. As to Mat- 
 thew's Relation concerning himſelf, how our 
Lord called him from the GCuſtombonſe to the 
Apoſtolate, we have no Reaſon to think that 
it gave Offence to the Jews. For if it had, 
how came the Ebionites, who had all the Pre- 
judices of the other Fews, to retain this Cir- 
cumſtance, as they certainly did, * in their 
Goſpel? Surely if they, in a Goſpel of their 
own modelling, let ſuch a Paſſage ſtand, it 
muſt be againſt all Reaſon to athrm, that St. 
Matthew, for the Sake of the Jews, ought to 
have omitted it. >, ad ew os | 3 
Upon the Vindicator's mentioning the com- 
mon Practiſe of the ſacred Writers to 1peak 
freely of their own Failings, and thence argu- 
ing, that the mention of Matthew the Publi- 
can in a Goſpel aſcribed to that Apoſile, in- 
ſtead of being an Objection, is rather an Ar- 
gument, that it is rightly aſcribed to him, our 
Adverſary having nothing ſerious to reply, di- 
verts his Readers in the following manner: 
I remember, ſays he, Barnabas, another 
of our Author's ſacred Writers, ſomewhere 
4 in his Catholic k Epiſtle relates, that Chriſt's 
« Diſciples all of them were once the greateſt 
« Sznners in Nature. From which our Author 
. < ſeems wzckedly to infer, they were 10 brim- 
ful of their own Iniquities, that they muſt 
needs now and then run over.” _ : 
Had I now to deal with a Writer of com- 
man Probity, I would certainly ask upon what 
L 2 _ _ Grounds 


* Pad, Eyiphan, l. 2. Her. 30. 


| (£56. 1 
RI Grounds he calls the Author of the Epi te, 
under the Name of Barnabas; one of the Vin- 
dAlicators ſacred Writers: but upon a Diſpoſition 
like his, I deſpair of working any Good by 
Expoſtulation. This however I venture to af 
| _ fare my Adverſary, that the Vindicator has 
"learnt by Experience. not to infer from Mens 
being brimful in the Conſczonſneſs of their own 
 Iniquities, that they muſt now and then neceſ- 
ſarily run over into Confeſſion and Self-Con- 
Auemnation. For he has long known a Set of 
Writers rimful of Malice and wilful r 5 1 
do the Truth, ſcarce one of which was ever ob- 
ſerved to confeſs or to retract an Error, 
The third Particular objected to our Evange- 
lift from the Iuternals of his Goſpel, was, That 
He left no Teſtimony who he was, what Time 
he wrote, to whom or upon what Moti ves or 
Information he wrote. 
*« To which the J. ater: cate Sako, 
c that the immediate End of St. Matthew's 
_ « Goſpel was, not the Converſion of Infidels, 
« but "the Eadification of Believers. It was 
“ written, according to Euſebius, I. 3. cap. 24. 
« at Jeruſalem, before the Apoſtle went thence 
to the Gentiles, for the Uſe of thoſe he left 
„ behind. Conſidering therefore the Occaſion 
of St. Matthew's Writing, his Silence as to 
e the Points objected is ſo far from being a 
| « DefeR, that they could not have been ſpoken 
; 4 to withotit: manifeſt Abſurdity. For it had 
«been ridiculous to tell his Countrymen after 
«1 many Years preaching amongſt them, who 
« he Was, what time. he wrote, to 1 on 
| - bat 
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« hat Motives and Information: he began to 
% write, who perfectly knew all theſe Things 
c already. And for us who live at this Dif= 
& tance of Time, every of theſe Circumſtances 
« that is neceſſary to beget a rational ns in 
# us,  we:know from Tradition. - 
is An Argu ment, Kys the Defender, i accord- 
< ing. to be: uſual. Method Condemnation 
© before Conviction; than which b could 
be invented more illuſory or abuſive. ? 

Now for his Reaſons: © Firſt he complains 

4 that the Vindicator ſpeaks of the Jews as A 

„ little People, having all of them a familiar 
„ Knowledge of one another.. 

But the Vindicator utterly denies, that any 
: ſuch Thing is implied in his Reaſonings. They 
only ſuppoſe, that the Chriſtians of F Jeruſalem, | 
for whoſe Uſe St. Matthew compoſed his Goſ- 
pet, were not at that time ſo numerous, but 

that they might have familiar Knowledge, if 
not of one another, yet of a principal Per- 

ſon, an Apoſtle, and one that had preached to 
them for very many Years. And now let every 
one judge whether there be any thing z//uſory or 
extravagant in ſuch a Suppoſition, and whe- 
ther the De fe Jew had reaſon to call this, 
ſpeaking of . ws as 4 little People. 

“ © Secondly, He tells us, it appears not, that 

« the Goſpel was compoſed for the Jews take 

©. more particularly, otherwiſe than by written 

Tradition, founded upon Oral (without Learn- 
ing) of above three hundred Years ſtanding ; 
& neither had Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtorians other Rea- 

30 ſn to oy, it was wrote for the e * 
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“ for that they imagined it to be the only 
« Goſpel of the Four, that was wrote in their 
| Language, which every thing too has been 
| 4 ſince controverted. ” Anſwer, Euſebius's 
Tradition or Hiſtory is here diſparaged on three 
; 
| 


Accounts. Fzrſt, becauſe it is founded upon 
Oral Tradition. Secondly, Becauſe this Oral 
Tradition was above three hundred Years old, 
! when it was committed to writing. Thirdly, 
#'  - " Becauſe Euſebius was without Learning. As 
| to the firſt, I know no Pretence for it bur this, 
| that Euſebius introduces the Tradition which 
the Words wariye Nes. But our Author is 
3 much miſtaken, if he thinks they neceſ- 
farily Import that Euſebius related it from 
Hearſay. For Euſebius, as well as * other 
Greek Writers, uſes the very fame Form, when 
he is delivering Accounts from wrztten Tra- 
dition. Thus, I. 3. c. 32. ſpeaking of the Per- 
ſecution under Trajan, he ſays zartya NE 
And yet every one knows that there is a writ- 
ten Account of it in Plinys Epiſtles. Nay, 
| | Euſebius himſelf, in the end of c. 33. ibid. 
1 cites Tertullian's Apology, and with it both 
( | Pins Epiſtle and Trajaus Reſcript. Beſides 
which, the ſame Hiſtorian immediately adds, to 
the ſame Purpoſe, the written Teſtimony of 
Y | Hegeſippus. Again, 1. 3. c. 36. ſpeaking of Ig- 
| natius's Martyrdom, and the Place and Manner 
| | . „„ a, | 
- * Particularly Joſephus, Antiq. Jud. I. 9. c. 11. 
5 giving the Hier wy onas in Shai Belly, 
44 pProfeſſediy from the Bible, nevertheleſs ſays Tov 0's 
F dioyos (ſubaudi 8, ta vel xariya) vio my Ar 
|  naranod tle x. Ta % 5 L. 10. Ep. GT. 
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of it, he introduces the Diſcourſe with Nye 


. And yet in the very ſame Chapter Hes 
quotes Ireneus and Polycarp's Writitings to the 


ſame Effect. Once more Euſebius, 1. 4. . 48. 


ſpeaking of Tatian, as the older of the po | | | 


Encratite Hiſtory, ſays Mbyos bye and yet in 
the very next Chapter he gives us the ſame 
thing from the Writings of Treneus. It does Pg 
not therefore follow from Euſebiuss uſing te 


Form, nr Nee, that he fopnded his Hiſtory 


of St. Matthew's compoſing his Goſpel for the + 
fake of the Jews, upon Oral Tradition. Be- 
ſides, we can ſhew that in Fact he took the 
main of this Hiſtory from written Teſtimony. 
* he cites Jrenæus, (H. E. I. 5. c. S.) declaring 
* that Matthew publiſbed his Goſpel among the 61 
_ Hebrews in their own. Language, and he proͤ— 
duces from Origens Works, a Teſtimony ftill 


more explicite, + thet he publiſhed his Goſpel - 


in Hebrew to t Bon pie Jews. As then 


this firſt Exception to Euſebiuss Account, that 
it was founded on Oral Ti 2 i is falſe, ſo 


the Defenders ſecond Exception that this Oral 


Tradition was above three hundred Tears 
ſtanding, is both falſe and impoſſible. For 


certainly three hundred Years had, 'not: paſſed 


1 base the Publication of St. Matthew's 


Goſpel | 
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« tween the Goſpel: of St. Matthew and the 
other Goſpels, as if the former was not ſo 
« eſpecially deſigned: for the Converſion of In- 
<' fidels, ” |, And thereupon. goes to proving, 
that this is the Vindicator's own. Invention, 
and contrary, to all Appearances in the Goſpels 
themſelves, and likewiſe. to Tradition. Nay, 
ſo angry is he, that he falls foul upon the whole 
Body of Eccleſiaſtical Writers on this Occaſion. 


8 little. Credit, lays. he, is due to Eccleſi- 


« aſticks, when they argue on the Side of Or- 


to quote, they will diſpute; againſt common. 
“ Senſe, and if they have none they'll-forge. ” 
- Now. aſter all this, would any one imagine, 
that no ſuch Diſtinction as is here charged upon 
the Viudicator ever fell from him? And that 
the Bitterneſs and Scurrility here uſed is the 
mere Effect of the Defenders Malice or Miſ- 
take! And yet this is moſt certainly the Caſe. 
The Vindicator did indeed fay, «© That the im- 
« mediate Deſign or Occaſion of St. Matthew's 
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« writing a Goſpel was, not the Conver/ion of 


„ TInfidels, but the Ediſication of Believers.” 


But he no where affirms nor inſinuates, that 
it was deſigned, by any thing ſpecial in the 


Matter of it, to be leſs uſeful for the Con- 
_ verſion of Infidelr, than the other Goſpels were. 


This was moſt probably the Defenders own In- 


vention: and therefore I ſhall take the Liber- 
ty, to retort his Epiphonema, with ſome little 


Alteration, not on Unbelzevers in general, as 


as he does upon Eccle/iaſticks for the preſumed 


Fault of a ſingle Perſon, but upon his own 
individual Self, and ſay. So little Credit ts 
due to the Defender, when he argues for In- 
fidelity. If he has the leaſt Handle, he will 

an againſt common Senſe - if he has none © 

ell forge. : | ; 

| Tis 3 fourth Objection from Inter- 
nals is, That the holy Spirit could never be 

the Author of thote Contradictions, Diſſoca- 
« tions, Improprieties and Diſagreements which 
« Divines have pointed out in their Comments 


on St. Matthew. of 1255 
To which the Vindicator replied, in effect, 

as follows, That no learned or pious Divines 
„s ever pretended to point out real Contradic- 
4 tions and Diſagreements, as is evident from 


4 their Endeavours to reconcile every Appear- 


« axce of this Kind. Some Diſlocations indeed 


and Impropricties are confeſſed ; but it does 
* not follow, that the Holy Ghoſt was the 


Author of them: It being the general Opi- 
“ nion of learned Chriftians, that Method and 
Diction were left _ the Diſcretion - of the 
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le ſacred Writers, and that the Holy Ghoſt was 


« principally ſollicitous to lead them into all 
« Truth, and to preſerve them from Error. 
Here it is viſible, that the only Way left for 


the Defender to weaken this Solution was, to 


prove, either from the Nature of the Thing or 


the Promiſe our Lord made of the Holy Ghoſt, 
that he was neceſſarily bound to preſerve our 


Evangeliſt from Diſflocation and Impropriety, 
as well as from actual Error. Becaule till this 


be done, St. Matthew, notwithſtanding both 


thoſe Imperfections, may have been an inſpired 
Writer. Hear then how far he is from afford- 
ing us any ſuch Proof. a, | 
„Why, ſays he, p. 41. Did not the bleſſed 
4 Spirit take Care to preſerve the ſacred Writers 
„ alſo from all Appearances of Error, which, 


e in Effect, are real Error? Why were they 
e not inſtructed alſo as to order of Time and 


« Propriety of Speech fo eſſential to good Hiſ- 


4 tory. Neither of which it is alledged Mat- 


« thew had the Prudence to obſerve? What a 
« Shuffler is this? And who apprized him and 
« his Friends I would fain know of ſuch li- 
« mited divine Diſpenſations? Es 
Anſwer. One Reaſon, I humbly conceive, 


why the bleſſed Spirit did not preſerve the 1a- 


cred Writers from all Appearances of Error, 
was, that the Remoyal of ſuch Appearances 
was practicable by mere human Wit and Learn- 
ing, and therefore no ill Conſequences could 
attend them. Again, the Reaſon why thoſe 
Writers were not inſtructed alſo as to Order of 


[$3] 


that neither of theſe are eſſential to true Hiſ- 


tory, which is all the Evangeliſts aim at. Nor 


indeed, begging our Author's Pardon, are order 
of Time and Propriety of Speech eſſential even 
to good Hiſtory : unleſs we ſhall fay there is 
no ſuch Thing as good Hiſtory in the World. 
For though half-learned Infidels pretend that 


| Irregularities of Style and Arrangement are pe- 


culiar to the ſacred Hiſtorians, others know that 
even Thucydides, Polybius, and Levy, are not 


free from ſuch Imperfections. Laſtly we are 
apprized from the * Promiſe of the bleſſed Spi- 
rit, that his Diſpenſation would extend to the 
ſole Point of Truth, which may be ſecured 
withal exact Order of Time and Propriety of 
Speech, And accordingly, we find a Variety 


of Stile and Diſpoſition in the Goſpels, ſuitable 


to the Genius of their reſpective Authors. 


The fifth Objection relates to the Gene- 
“ alogy, in his Anſwer to which, the Vindi- 


& cator is told, p. 42. that he is egregioully 


« impertinent, #. e. full of pitiful Shifs and Eva- 

« ſions to no Purpoſe. For he ſays, firſt, p. 46. 
« Tis impoſſible any Orthodox Perſon ſhould 
allow the Genealogy of Matthew to be ut- 
4 terly irreconcileable to other Parts of Holy 


„ Writ. And yet he himſelf, b. 48. fays, it 


has been confeſſed and cannot be denied, that 
there are ſome Diſagreements between, the 
« two Accounts (vir. thoſe of Matthew and the 


Old Teſtament) and a vaſt Diverſity between, 
E the Genealogies of Matthew and Zuke. 
& Nay he owns, p. 49. that from David, down= 


2 & wardg 


+ Joh, xiv. 26. 


aud Evaſious, which he trys to faſten upon 


% Writ, in the manner, he (the Vindicator 


tion, they only betray their own Weakneſs 
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te wards, the two Evangeliſts ſcarce agree in 
ce any Names, fave thoſe of Salathiel and Zo- 
© robabel. But, adds our Author, is not this 
<« giving into all the Inquirer can be under- 


. ſtood to mean, when he ſays Matthew's Ge- 
 & mealogy 1s irreconcileable to other Parts of 
« holy Writ? ” No ſurely, The Inquirer and 


the Vindicator agree only in the General, that 


there are Diſagreements beween the Genea 


of Matthew and that of the Old Teſtament, 
and likewiſe between the Genealogies of Mat- 


 thew and Luke. But then, whereas the In- 


qurrer thinks no good Account can be given 
of theſe Diſagreements and that the Evange- 
liſts are utterly zrreconcileable with the Old 
Teſtament and with one another, the Vindi- 
cator not only aſſerts, but proves the Contrary, 
ſhewing that though there is ſome Differeuce 
in theſe ſeveral Accounts, there is yet no Con- 
tradiction. The Vindicator therefore is con- 
ſiſtent both with himſelf and the Truth To 

the conciliatory Schemes offered in the Viudi- 
cation the Defender has made no Reply, and 
therefore is really guilty of thoſe pitiful Shifts 


his Adverſary. Our Author proceeds: & Tis 
« enough (Heretichs imagine) to prove this 
« Genealogy ſpurious, that it varies from holy 


<« allows. But till theſe ſame Heretichs do 
ſomething more than imagine, againſt actual 
Proof. given of the Contrary in the Viudica- 


and conſeſs a Victory. His laſt Plea againſt 
| ik | Matthew's 


Dia Teſſaron. And what is all this to the 
Genealogy of a diſtinct Goſpel, ſuch as St. Mat- 


Field of Diſputation, the Inquirer was the 


> » — * 


| Matthew's Genealogy is, © That the Goſpel the 
_ « firſt Chriſtians made uſe of, had it not, and 


« that Father Tatian alſo in his Dia Teſ- 
« ſaron left it out. He means the Goſpel 


according to the Hebrews; but that the firſt 


Chriſtians made uſe of this Goſpel, or that it 
was the original Hebrew of St. Matthew, are 
Aſſertions not only diſputable, but falſe. This 
Coſpel Tatian made uſe of in his Work called 


thew's doubtleſs wass. 
„The ſixth and ninth Objections ſays the 


< Defender, p. 42. relating to the Prophecies 


quoted by the Author of the Goſpel in Diſ- 


© pute, out of the Old Teſtament, and which 


“ are charg'd to be falſly quoted and miſappli- 
« ed by him, have, I find, given our Author 


« no {mall Trouble to anſwer, and which he 
<« hath done in a Manner that ſhews him to be 


“ very little Maſter of that Subject. Well: 


if the Anſwer to theſe Objections have given 


the Vindicator ſo much Trouble, I find the 


Defender is reſolved to have none at all with 
them. For he immediately adds, But this 


« being too large a Field of Diſputation to be 
centered upon here, and beſides, the fame ha- 
“ ving been already exhauſted between our pre- 
« ſent learned Biſhop of Daria, and the late 
« more rational and ingenuous Mr. Collins, 1 
« chooſe to refer to their Diſcourſes. An- 


ſwer, This is giving up the A ee. inſtead 


of defending him. For if this be too large a 


more 


RI 

more to blame to lead us into it. Again, to 
fay the 2 has been exhauſted between the 
Biſhop of Durham and Collins, is ſaying no- 
thing to the Vindicator, who had laid down 
ſome Principles, for ſolving Objections from 
Prophecies, which had no Place in that cele- 
brated Controverſy. „5 
P. 43. Our Author complains of the Vindi- 
cator, for having attacked the Inquirer with 
triumphant Malice on this Head, as having 
miſrepreſented Jerom's Sentiment upon Mat- 
thew's Citation of Micah 5. 2. The true State 
of which Cale is this. The Inquirer, in a margi- 
nal Note at the Bottom _—_ 67. repreſents 
Jerom in his Comment on Mic. 5. 2. as freely 

wning, that the Evangeliſts Duotations out 
f the Old Teſtament were almoſt all of them 
erroneous. The Vznadzcator, on the other Hand, 
P. 52. ſhews, that the Senſe aſcribed to Ferom, 
as his own free Acknowledgment, was appa- 
rently none of his, but is oppoſed to his own, 
which he had delivered juſt before. And of 


this abominable Practice, the Viudicator com- 


plains in Terms, I think, not too ſevere for the 
Provocation. Let us now ſee what the Defen- 
der has to ſay for Culprit. „„ 
Firſt he pleads that 7erom does not there 
oppoſe the Sentiment, which the Inquirer aſ- 
cribed to him. But for the Truth of the con- 
trary I appeal to 7erom's own Words. © "Tis 
« my Opinion, ſays this Father, that St. Mat- 


„ thew being willing to expoſe the Neglzgence 


« of the Scribes and Prieſts in reading the Di- 
vine Scripture, ſet it down as they cited it. 
„ 


© TE As ban HS. 


1 
&« BUT, there are who aſſert, that, in almoſt 

« all the Teſtimonies, Sc. If therefore there 
be any Significancy in the adverſative Particle 


But, Jerom certainly oppoſes the Senſe aſcri- 


bed to him by the Inquirer, at leaſt as far as it 
relates to the Paſſage, on which he was com- 
menting. rr 7 ; 

2dly, He pretends that Ferom, in other 
*« Parts of his Works, ſhews manifeſtly again 
« and again, that himſelf was of the ſame Opi- 


nion, particularly in his Letter to Pamma- 


« chius, De opt. gen. Iuterpretandi. The 
more unaccountable Man than is the Inquirer, 
to make Jerom ſpeak the Senſe he wanted 
from him, where he does not {peak it, rather 
than where he does. But after all, his Epiſtle 
to Pammachius, does not come up to the Sex- 


| timents, ſpoken of in his Comment on Micah + 


unleſs we ſuppoſe eleven Citations therein men- 
tioned, as ſome Way or other erroneous, to be 
almoſt all the Citations taken out of the Old 


Teſtament, in the Writings of the New. Beſides, 


Jerom's Concluſion from thoſe eleven erroneous 


Citations contradicts the Sentiments on Mzcah, 


in the main Point. His Words are, From all 


« which it is plain, that the Apoſtles and Evan- 


« geliſts, in the Interpretation of the Old Teſta- 
„ ment, were inquiſitive after the Senſe, rather 
« than the Words, nor were at all ſollicitous 


© about Order or Expreſſions, provided they 


« made the Thing intelligible.” * So that where- 
Ex quibus univerſis perſpicuum af Apoſtolos & Evange liſtas 


interpretatione veterum Scripturarum ſenſum quæſiſſe, non verba, 


nec magnopere de Ordine ſermonibuſque curaſſe, dum intellectuj. 
Res pate ret Hier Ep. ad Pammach. c. 4. | 
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« 4 3. relates to the Time of Jeſus s Nativity, 
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as the Men ſpoken of by Jerom upon Micah, 
make the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts not always 
careful about the Ser ſe, any more than the 
Words, Jerom himſelf to Pammachius inſiſts 


upon it, that tho they, were ſometimes indiffe- 


rent about Order and Words, they were ſtudi- 


ous to expreſs the Senſe of the Paſſages, they 
cited. It does not therefore yet appear, that 
Jerom was in other Places entirely of the Opi- 


nion falſly attributed to him by the Inquirer, 


| in his Comment on Mzcah. 


3dly, It is urged in Extenuation of the Tal- 


: ſbood, that it 7s only a marginal Note. As if 
a Writer was not as much obliged to fair Deal. 


ng in the Margin, as in the Text. : 
« Laſtly, we are told that the Matter itsſelf 
“ is of no Moment, ſince we need no more 


than our own Eyes to ſee and be convinced, 


& that the Citations in the New Teſtament out 
« of the Old ſcarce ever agree. I will not 


beg the Defender's Pardon for faying this is 
abominably falſe. For the Citations in the New 


Teſtament are always reconcileable to the Places 
in the O/d, from whence they are taken, in 
Senſe, and, in above an hundred Inſtances, are 
every Way the fame. In a Word, to juſtify 
the Inquirer in the preſent Caſe, is to waſh an 
Ethiopian. He groſly abufed his Readers, and 
moſt wilfully peryerted the Truth. The De- 
fender likewile, inſtead of extricating his Cli- . 
ent, has involved himſelf in almoſt an equal 
Degree of Guilt. 

8 The tenth Objection, ſays our Author, 2 


« which 
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© which Matthew ſu poſes to have happened 


« in the Reign of Herod. the Great, whereas 
« Luke places it in the firſt Year of Qreniuss 
« Government of Syria, which was eleven 
« Years after Herod's Death. In Anſwer, p. 


« 62. the Vindicator admits this to have been 


indeed a Difficulty with the Learned long a- 
« go, but to avoid ſolving or ſaying any Thing 
« to it himſelf, he pretends Infidels have re- 
« ceiv'd full Satisfaction in it from them: which 


Satisfaction 'tis true lies in this, that Divines, 


« all chronological Divines, have given up this 
« Point to Infidels, allowing the Evangeliſt, 


© as now read, is Guilty of a notorious Ana- 


« chroniſm.” T0114 Bf 

The Argument in the Inquiry againſt St. 
Matthew's Chronology of the Birth of Chriſt, 
is this. Cyrenzus, according to St. Luke, laid 
a Tax on Judæa, when Chriſt was born: But 
Cyrenius could not do this, had Herod, the ſu- 


pes Lord of that Country been then living. 


herefore this Tax, and conſequently the Birth 
of Chriſt, muſt have happened after Herod's 
Death, contrary. to St. Matthew's Account. 
The Vindicator, far from avoiding the Solu- 
tion of this Difficulty, as our Author pretends, 


_ urged from Crotius, and particularly from Dr. 


Hammond, that the Smyegpn, of St. Luke, was 
not a Tax (as our Engliſh Tranſlation has it) 
but only an Eurollment of Families, which, at 
the Command of Augufius, might be made, 
even in the Life-time of Herod the Great, a8 


well as after Judæa became a Roman Govern- 


ment. It is therefore not only falſe, bye ab- 
BY” N wa. 
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ſurd in the Defender to ſay, that by this An- 
ſwer, Divines allow the Evangeliſt (Matthew) 


as now read, to be guilty of a notorious Ana- 
chroniſm. If he means that they allow St. 


Matthew, as St. Luke is now read in our En- 
gliſh Bibles, to be guilty of a notorious Ana- 


chroniſm, he ſays indeed, what is true, but no- 
thing to the Purpoſe. They give up no Point 


herein, but an improper Englz/b Tranſlation, 
and thereby bring off St. Matthew from the 


Charge of Anac hroniſm. 1 
The 7th, Sth, 11th and 12th Objections, are 


mentioned ee 44. and tho the Defen- 


der gives us not a ſingle Particular of the 8th 
and 11th Objections, nor of the Vindicator s An- 
{wers to them, he yet pronounces concerning the 
entire four, that they are left much in the ſame 


State and Force, the Vindicator found them in 


the Inquiry. Let us however ſee what he has 


to fay in Defence of the 7th and 12th Objecti- 


ons. The 7th Objection then reſpects the Ac- 
count of the Wiſemen coming from the Eaſt, 
and their being led by a Star, to a certain 
Houſe. The Inquirer asks, what Foundation 
there is in Nature for ſuch aſtrological Notions, 


or of the Star's waiting upon theſe three Men 


here and there, and at laſt of all pointing down 
to a little Houſe, Sc. To this the Vindicator 
anſwered, p. 58. That St. Matthew's Account 
does not ſuppoſe any Reality in aſtrological 


 «& Notions: that, as Grotzus obſerves, God 
might notify the Birth of an extraordinary 


« Perſon in Judæa, by cauſing a luminous Bo- 
dy to appear in that Quarter of the Hea- 
„„ ; f « yens, | 
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« yens, which, according to the receiv'd Parti- 
“ tions of that Science, belonged to Fudea - 
cc that, as the ſame Grotius obſerves, new Stars 
« were generally thought to portend the Pe- 
« riod of old Monarchies, and the Commence- 
4 ment of new Ones. Theſe Things therefore 
© might induce the Wiſemen to ſet out for 

„ Fudaea, as St. Matthew relates, and yet ju- 
Aicial Aſtrology may be without real Foun- 
« dation: that, as to the Star waiting upon 
« the Wiſemen, it has no Difficulty, unleſs it 
s ſhould be neceſſary to ſuppole, that St. Mat- 
 & thew thereby meant a real Star. But that 
the Biſhop of Durham has undeniably pro- 
c ved, that the Greek Word, uſed by the 
« Evangeliſt, often ſtands for other lucid Ap- 
« pearances, which by divine Direction might 
« perform all the Offices mentioned in the 
« Goſpel before us. Here every one ſees that 
the Defender's Buſineſs was to ſhew, notwith= | 
ſtanding what the Vindicator has laid, that St. 
Matthew's Account neceſſary ſuppoſes Afro- 
| to be a real Science, and that he could not 
poſſibly mean any Thing elſe by a Star, but 
what is #ſually and properly ſo called. Inſtead 
of which, to the firſt Point he {peaks not a 
Syllable, and for the ſecond, he only gives the 
Vindicator's Reaſonings this ludicrous and im- 
pertinent Turn. © z. e. ſays he, had Matthew 
put a luminous Body inſtead of a Star, all 
“ had been well; but as he now relates it, the 
« Hiſtory is (in our Author's Opinion) diſpa» 

« raged and of no Credit. #5 


5 g 1 


LL 
I The twelfth Objection was founded upon the 
Silence of all Hiſtorians, ſacred and profane, 
concerning the Murder of the Infants, faye of 
St. Matthew only: which the Inquirer, conſi- 
dering how extraordinary a Fact that was, 
thinks a great Difficulty. © To this the Vin- 
"© dicator replied, that Foſephus is the only 
„ Writer extant, from whom we could reaſon- 
“ ably expect an Account of the Bethlemitifh 
„ Maſſacre: but that the Silence of a ſingle 
_« Hiſtorian was too inconſiderable, to ſet aſide 
« any Narrative, howeyer extraordinary, that 
« is related by a Writer otherwiſe of good Cre- 
dit. He added that there is one juſt Excep- 
«© tion to the pretended Silence of all other 
< Hiſtorians, ſacred and profane, about the 
Murder of the Infants. For Macrobinus, an 
« Heathen Hiſtorian, mentions the Fact, not 
“ from Matthew, but on Occaſion of a Reply, 
-& which he tells us was made by Auguſtus up- 
s on hearing that Herod's Son alſo was killed 
« among the Children, ander two Years old, 
„ whom He / Herod) had cauſed to be killed 
in Syria. ” Now what ſays the Defender 
to this? Is it Fact, or is it not? If the latter, 
let him diſprove it. But if Macrobius certain- 
ly did mention the Murder of the Infants, 
then the Inquirer ſpake falſely in ſaying, that 
no Author ſacred or profane, ſave Matthew, 
had Knowledge of that Event, and his Obje- 
ction, ſo far as it is built on that falſe Preſump- 
tion, falls to the Ground. Indeed our Author 
neither denies nor admits the Facts, but runs 
off from the Queſtion, deny ing that Auguſtus's s 
tt | T Say ing 
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Saying has any Relation to the Slaughter of the 
Infants, and affirming that Herod was then too 

old to have an Infant Son. Whereas, whether 
theſe Things be true or falſe, Macrobiuss Te- 
ſtimony remains an unqueſtionable Exception to 
the Inquirer s univerſal Silence of. all Hiſtori- 
ans, ſave Matthew, concerning the Murder of 
the N As little to the Purpoſe is his 
next Objection to the Authority of Macrobius, 


tho he dignifies it with the Epithet of unan- 


ſwerable, via. that what he ſays 400 Tears 
after the Fatt occurs in no Author before him 
from whom he could take it. For have we now 
all the Authors, that wrote, during thoſe 400 
Years? And might not Macrobius have taken 
this Account from ſome Author, then extant, 
but ſince loſt ? — | | . n 
The Vindicator is blamed, p. 46. for taking 
Part with what the Defender calls a moſt un- 
accountable Notion of St. Paul, in 1 Cor. 1. 
27, 28. ſo deſervedly, adds he, exploded in the 
Inquiry * and for defending it thus. Which 
Way could God manifeſt his Wiſdom and 
Power in reforming the Wiſe more eminent- 
„ 5 | 07 ek 


. * Itis to be hoped that, after ſo open a Declaration as this, 
neither the Inquirer nor the Defender will complain any more of 
Vinegar and Gall, when they are repreſented, as Deiſts or avoaved 
| Tnfidels. For the Former, it ſeems, exploded a Notion confeſſed 
by him to be St. Paul's, and the latter here pronounces, that he 
juſtly exploded it. But this is neither Chriſtianity nor Scepticiſm : tis 
downright Deiſm and Infidelity. Eſpecially conſidering that St. 
Paul's Notion was, firſt of all, our Los own Notion, and that 
what to theſe Gentlemen ſeems meſt unaccountable, was in the 
Opinion of Chriſt. ſo gracious an. Appointment, that He himſelf 
made it the Subject of a devout Thankſgiving unto God, At 
CW 
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« ty than by the Uſe of fuch Means as were 


4 naturally leaſt fit for the Purpoſe. ” This 


our Author z2ronzcally calls a notable Compli- 


ment to Jelus and his Apoſtles. As if the Vin- | 


dicator had intimated any Unfitneſs in the Apo- 


tles (for Jeſus is out of the Queſtion) more 
than is ordinarily found in Perſons of their Edu- 


cation. After which he proceeds, But 1 


Would ask, does it not ſhew the higheſt Wiſ- 
& dom in all Operations to adapt the fitteſt 


4 Means to the End? And is not God always 


< ſuppoſed fo to act? IT anſwer Yeas: and 


affirm, that God acted after this very Manner 
in the Caſe before us. For his Deſign in pub- 
liſhing the Chriftian Religion was, to reform 


Mank ind in ſuch a Manner, as that they ſhould 


pla inly ſee He was the Author thereof. But 


this Deſign would have been in great Danger of 


rying, if it had been put at firſt, into 


learned and philoſophical Hands. For then it 


would probably have been accounted the Wi 
dom which Man teacheth, and not, as in Truth 
it was, Wiſdom from above. Appointing there- 
fore twelve illiterate Men to preach Chriſtiani- 


ty, was undoubtedly adapting the fitteſt Means 


to the entire End of Providence in that Affair, 
however naturally unapt thoſe Inſtruments 
might be for effecting the ſingle Purpoſe of a 


Reformation. We ſee then that the Miſchief 
prevented by the Choice which was made of 


the firſt Chriſtian Preachers was, not the depri- 


Ving God of Praiſe, as the Defender explains 
it (who thereupon runs out into an impertinent 
Exclamation againſt Chr iſt ian Divines, for ma- 
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king God to gape, and be ſollicitous after bu- 
mas Commendation ) but, the Danger of Mens 


fixing their Attention too much on the Natu- 


ral Abilities of their Teachers, and thence con- 


cluding, that Chriſtianity was a human Syſtem, 


not a Divine Rule of Faith and Manners. _ 
The firſt Objection in the Inquiry againſt St. 
Matthew's being qualified to compile a faithful 
Hiſtory, Sc. the Defender is unwilling we 
ſhould think was meant as an Objection. He 


lays, p. 47. © It was a mere Denial of what 
the Biſbop had raſbly aſſerted, viz. that Je- 
„ ſus his Diſciples recorded nothing of him, 
but what they had heard from his own 
Mouth, and ſaw with their own Eyes, they 
delivered nothing upon the Report of others. 


But how comes it to paſs that our Author, 
who is thus earneſt to clear the Inquirer from 


the Suſpicion of having urged an impertinent 


Objection, ſhould here leave him under a much 
heavier Imputation? For he muſt know, that 
the Vindicator denied theſe to be the Biſhop's 
very Words, and taxed the Inquirer with ar 


ving ſcandalouſiy altered his Lordſhip's Aſſer- 


tion, merely to give himſelf a Handle for Ex- | 


ception. But the Defender, inſtead of juſtify- 
ing the Inquirer, or confeſſing the Abuſe, has 


mot wickedly repeated it. | 
The ſecond of thoſe Objections, which pro- 

ceed upon the Suppoſition of Matthew's having 

wrote the Goſpel aſcribed to him, and which 


relate merely to his Inability for doing it faith- 
fully, the Defender ſums up, p. 47. thus, 


That Matthew wrote ſo very late in Time, 
| TY in 
| * 


* 


A 


Ku >” 4 
— 2 285 25 
wy — A 2 
2 
n 


=_ a _ 7 — 2 — — 
* 6 —— — — 
— . — — — — gy — 
F — — — — 1 * — — " 8 * * 9 
- a — * * — — XI 4 * — 1 Seo ry, = 1 — _ — — 
— 5 * gms az * 8 — mo ey - —— - * — 2 — 
by —— 1 —_ 5 i . - — tw 1 — rony e r nn none aarys — ä 
fi oy —— —— * 5 * * 4 N 7 "ow — = 
= 4 a . — e 191m Oe a voy 8 — 8 — — — _ * — a — — — * 2 K vc 
ORG RS oa Cote EA SIR, I ns vs hors lA fete 2 7 AER 5 » , ü 0 — * — — 8 — 
F 4 
= 
n 


— . G_ - _ 
— a - 4 - — _ — AY Rp, — TY 
— — RS. a ow — — nas © Os att I 
: Oe a4 ay * 
a ; 
7 Pl = news | YO OO IE wreandonacnr ee een 
4 . 


„ 


4 hig, not till 64 or 65 Years after the Nati- 


< vity, or above 30 Years after the Crucifixion, 
“ during all which Time it was impoſſible, in 


“ the Nature of the Thing, he ſhould retain 


“ in his Memory ſuch a Number of Facts, Ser- 


« mons, Doctrines, Promiſes, Prophecies and 


« curſory Sayings, as were done and ſaid by 
« Feſus, during his Miniſtry, without great 


* 


Omiſſion. To this, he ſays the Vindicator 
anſwers, That Matthew, beſides his bare Me- 
< mory, had alſo the Aſſiſtance of the Holy 


« Ghoſt. But then he calls this flying to Mi- 
e racle and Miſtery in Defe& of Argument, 
tho nothing can be more pertinent, if the Au- 
thor of the Gſpel was one of thoſe, to whom 
the Promiſe of ſuch Aſſiſtance was made, which 


is ſuppoſed in the very Objection. But admit- 


ting this, he further urges, That the Promiſe 
« was neither made nor neceſſary to the Apo- 
« ſtles in inditing J7eſus's Life and Actions, but 
« only in Preaching the Word of God, refer- 
„ ing us for this to John 14. 26. where our 


Lord ſays, But the Comforter, which is the 
« Holy Ghoft, whom the Father will ſend in 
„ my Name, he ſhall teach you all Things, 
« and bring all Things to your Remembrance, 


« whatſoever I have ſaid unto yo. But 
does this Promiſe relate to the Apoſtles Preach- 
ing the Word, any more than to their inditing 
Goſpels? Does it not indeed refer to every 
Want they ſhould have for ſo divine a Remem- 


 brance? That ſuch Aſſiſtance was not neceſſa- 


ry, our Author next attempts to prove, What 
« need is there ſays he, that a Man ſhould be 
RES, . « inſpired 
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& inſpired for laying down plain Matters of 
«. Fact, of which himſelf was an Eye-witneſs. 
Nor do we pretend to ſay, that Inſpiration was 
neceſſary to the Writers of the Goſpels, ſo 
much on their own Accounts, as for ſupporting 
the Faith of Believers, ſuch as had not been 
Eye-witneſſes. It was but reaſonable, that they, 
who, if need required, were bound to atteſt the 
Truth of the Goſpel with their Blood, ſhould 
have Aſſurance, that, over and above all other 
Advantages, the Evangelical Apoſtles had an 
infallible Aſſiſtance in compoſing that Work. 
Th Defender proceeds to argue, © That all 
God's Promiſes are conditional, and imply the 
doing our Parts towards the Performance; 
that the Apoſtles failed herein; that Ten 
4 out of Twelve gave us no Memoirs of Jeſus 
s at all. But he ſhould firſt have made it 
appear, that the Promiſe” of the Holy Ghoſt 
laid all the Apoſtles under an Obligation to 
write Goſpels, before he had charged the Ten, 
that did not write, with failing in the Perfor- 
' mance of their Part. And if all theſe did thus 
fail, that would not yoid the Promiſe with 
ReſpeRt to the Two Apoſtles, that did their 
Parts by Writing the Memoirs required. But 
our Author thinks it was a Fault in theſe 
Two, « That they did not write of their own 
« Inclination, nor from ary Motion of the Ho- 
_ © Jy Ghof}, but were actually compelled by 
4 ſome Sort o Neceſity fo to do; — they 
4 had kept the . Ghoſt waiting, the One 
ek | jeaft. thi Years, 'and the Other almoſt 
« "+ Age of Man, BY they were in the 
« Humour 
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«© Humour to write: whereas, but for theſe 
« 8 9 8 Neglects, their own Memoirs had been 
<« ſuthcient of themſelyves. What wretched 
Trifling is this? As if becauſe, the Church- - 
Hiſtorians do not expreſly ſay the Zvangeliſts 
Wrote the Motion of the Holy Ghoſt; it ne- 


ceſlarily followed that they had no Impulſes of 


this Kind: or as if there was any Abſurdity in 
ſuppoſing, that the Suggeſtions: of that Spirit 
| TOS Eon the Inducements the two Apoſto- 
lical Evangeliſts had to. write, from the Exi- 
gencies of the Church. And indeed with Reſ- 
pet to St. John, the Author of the Hypoty- 
Poſes, under the Name of Clemens Alexandri- 
nus, a Piece of the ſecond Century, in a Frag- 
ment preſerved by Euſebius, H. E. I. 6. c. 14. 
Joins the Motions of the Holy Ghoſt, and the 
Requeſt of, his Friends, as concurrent Motives 
to him to write a Goſpel. Again, how comes 
it to be a Fault in theſe Apoſi/es, that they 
had no Inclination to write merely for writing 
Sake, and before there was an apparent Necet- 
ſity? For whilſt thoſe living Hiſtories, the Apo- 
ſtles were in the World, there could be no Oc- 
caſion, ordinarily ſpeaking, that the Hiſtory 
and Doctrines of our Lord ſhould be committed 
to Writing, and as ſoon as extraordinary Caſes 
happened, and before all thoſe Lights were 


withdrawn from the Church, it was faithfully 


ſupplied with written and inſpired Records, 
containing, one with another, all neceſſary Par- 
ticulars relating to the Life and Preachings of 
Feſus. Once more. The Apoſtles had a Pro- 
miſe that the Holy Ghoſt ſbould abide with 
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them for ever, i. e. for the Term of their Lives, 
John 14. 16. It was the fame Thing therefore 
to that bleſſed Spirit, whether they wrote ſoon= 

er or later: nor were the Apoſtles Guilty of a- 
ny Neglect in defering to write ſo long, being 
aſſured of infallible Aſſiſtance, whenever they 
ſhould undertake the Work. Laſtly, the Me- 

mories of the Apoſtles, as the Vindicator ob- 
ſerved, exerciſed by à perpetual Repitition of 
the Goſpel Hiſtory in Preaching, were as ſuſfi- 
erent when they compiled their Goſpels, as if 
they had wrote ever ſo much ſooner. So that 
the Lateneſs of their Writing, was not that 
which made the Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt 
neceſſary to them. But the Defender lays, 
< *Tis gratis dictum, that St. Matthew did 
4 thus continually preach the Goſpel, Mat- 
« thew no where intimating that he preached 
at all. As if ſach a Thing might not be 
taken for granted, as cannot reaſonably be 
queſtioned, much leſs diſproved. For tho Mat- 
thew's Preaching 'is not mentioned by himſelf 
or any other of the facred Writers, yet had he 
neglected that Commiſſion he received from 


Chriſt, and which he was qualified to execute 


by the miraculous Gifts of the Bleſſed Spirit, 
we ſhould ſurely have heard of it. Beſides, the 
Vndicator's Aſſertion is not a mere gratis di- 
ctum. For tho Matthew be filent about his 
own Preaching, others mention it, and particu- 


larly * Euſebius and + Socrates. © 
7 Euſcb, H. E. I. 3. c 24 + Socrat. H. E l. 1. c. 19. 


Further, our Author appeals to Naturalifts, 
for the utter Impoſſibility of the human Me- 
mories laying up at firſt, and retaining the ſe- 
veral Particulars of our Lord's Hiſtory for 
30 Tears together, tho allowed to have been 
conſtantly repeated during that Time. But 
here the Reader muſt obſerve, that it is not 
neceſſary to the faithful compiling of the Goſ- 
pels, that the Evangeliſts ſhould have remem- 
red every Thing our Lord faid and did during 
his entire Miniſtry, nor even that they ſhould 
have committed all to Writing, which they 
did remember: it is ſufficient that they might 
at firſt commit to Memory and retain for ever 
10 many Years, by the Help of frequent and 
almoſt daily Repetition, all our Lord's moſt re- 
markable Actions and Speeches, ſo as not to 
miſrelate any Thing. And for this I appeal, 
not only to Naturaliſts, but to every Man of 
competent Senſe and Experience. Laſtly, « That 
the Thing is utterly impoſſible, the Defen- 
“ der argues from daily Experience of thoſe, 
« who are accuſtomed to tell old Stories, who, 
« we find, ſays he, ſcarce ever repeat them 
„ without ſome Differences in the Relation, 
and many Times in material Circumſtances. ' 
But to have made the Caſe of old Story-tellers 
parallel to that of an Apoſtle preaching the 
Life and Doctrines of his Maſter, our Author 


I gs | ſhould have found out a Set of them, who tell 


their Stories at the Peril of their Lives, and 
vw hoſe differing from themſelves in material 
Circumſtances, would ruin their Credit and blaſt 
ſome Deſign, the Succeſs of which was dearer 


8 oe} _ 


to them than their yery Lives. Whereas the 
Storytellers of the Defenders Acquaintance, 
are probably Men of a very different Turn, and 
conſequently there is no Parity of Reaſon in 
the two Caſes. | RT 
Upon the Whole we own, that the Goſpels 
do not contain every Thing, which Jeſus did 
or ſaid, and that the ſeveral Evangeliſts ſome- 
times relate the ſame Fact with a ſmall Varie- 
ty: but we deny that they contradict each 
other, or are irreconcilenble, as our Author 
pretends, p. 49. nor will we allow that the 4- 
: _ confeſſed Omiſſions are Defects in the 
"The Vindicator had argued, p. 70.“ That 
« when St. John's Goſpel was written, many 


“e Perſons probably were living, who could 


4 have detected that Apoſtle, if his Goſpel had 
« contained any Falſhood. ” Upon which the 
Defender abuſes the Vindicator, the 8 ö 
and the Clergy in general. He makes the Vin- 
dicator to be out of all Doubt, that Heathens 
were living at the Time of St. John's Writing, 
who remembered znnumerable Particulars done 
and ſaid by Feſus, the lateſt of them 64 Years 
before. Whereas the Hindicator neither men- 
tioned nor meant Heathens, and by the Fal- 
ſhoods, which the Survivors of that Time 
might detect, intended Things ; a Publick 
Nature only, This any one may be convinced 
of, by abſerving, that it was of falſe Relations 
only of this Kind, the Vindicator had juſt be- 
fore ſpoken with reſpe& to the Goſpel of St. 
Matthew. And ſure, nothing but extreme Ma- 


lice 
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| lice could induce our Author to ſuppoſe, that 


the Vindicator, who had inſiſted on no more, 
than that Public Matters could not be out of 


all Memory thirty Years after they had been 


tranſacted, ſhould yet immediately after intend 


to affirm, that not only Publick Matters, but al- 
ſo innumerable Particulars of all Kinds muſt be 

| freſh in the Memories of many, even ſixty four 
| Years after they had happened, ſo as that they 
might detect any falſe Relation whatever of 
Things that had been ſaid and done by Feſus 
for three Years together. To make the Vindi- 


cator's Suppoſition ſtill more incredible, we are 


alſo put in mind, bid. that before St. ohn 
wrote, Judæa and the Countries round about 


were laid waſte and the People diſperſed, which 


happens to Help, rather than hurt the Suppoſi- 


tion. For the ſurviving Jews, of our Lord's 
Days, being diſperſed wherever St. John's Goſ- 


pel came, were the more eaſy to be conſulted 
in order to detect any falſe Relation of publick 


Matters, if the Evangeliſt had been guilty of 


any ſuch. 


The Bz/ſhop is charged, p. 50. with founding, 
in great Meaſure, the Truth and Authority of 
the Goſpel Hiſtory upon the Knowledge, Hea- 


thens are ſuppoſed to have had of it, at its 
firſt coming forth and their Silence nevertheleſs. 


But how falſe a Charge this is, any one may 


perceive from his Lordſbip's Paſtoral Letter, p. 


7. where he will obſerve, that the Biſbop takes 


no more of our Saviour's Hiſtory for granted, 


from the Silence of Heathens, than the Ex- 
iſtence of ſuch a Perſon as Jeſus, his Choice 


of 
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of Apoſtles and their conſtant Attendance up- 
4 2 The Defender — us, p. 50. that the 
Silence of Heathens ſhould be no Proof in this 
Caſe. Iſt. Becauſe the Goſpels teſtify, that 
Feſus lay concealed and known to few. 240%. 
Becauſe he was dead, at leaſt thirty Years, be- 
fore any Hiſtory of him appeared. As to the 
firſt Pretence, the Neg give no ſuch Account 
of Jeſus, as that he generally lay concealed 
and was known to ow And for the 24, it 
is plainly of no Force: Becauſe before half 


thirty Years had paſſed after the Death of Chriſt, 


his Hiſtory had been declared before Heathens 
as well as Jews , neither of which contro- 


verted the general Matter of that Hiſtory. 


The Vindicator is particularly upbraided, 
upon this Head, with Iuconſiſtency, for making 
the Silence of Heathens an Argument for the 
Truth of the Goſpel Hiſtory, and yet not ad- 
mitting the ſame Silence to be a good Argu- 
ment againſt a hey i Fact, viz. the Slaughter 

of the Infants. But for my Life cannot I ſee, 
either the Inconſiſtency or the Sincerity of this 
Conduct. For in the former Caſe, tis ſcarce 
credible that ſo many Jews and Genzzles, who 
were able to examine, and willing to refute 
the Goſpel Hiſtory, would all have been ſilent, 
if any Handle had been given him for Contra- 
diction, Whereas the Silence of Heathen 
Writers concerning the Slaughter of the Ju- 
ff.. Toe Fants, 
This appears from the Acts of the Apoſtles, which men- 
tions the preaching to the Gentiles as early as the Year of 


_ Chriſt 41 (according to Biſhop Pearſon's Chrono! in his 
Annales Paulini p. 4.) i. e. but eight Years after his cath. 


1 
fants, is not allowed Fact, and if admitted to 
be ſuch, no more arraigns the Goſpel of Falſe- 
Hood, than the like Silence hurts the Truth 
of Joſephus's Hiſtory ; as to other Barbarities 
relating therein of Herod, which it is in vain 
to look for in Heathen Hiſtorians, though ſo 
_ notorious, that, to one's thinking, if committed, 
the World muſt have rung of them. 
The next and laſt Objection ſays the De- 
* fender (p. 50.) of this Species (under which 
I ſhall include all Heretzcks urge againſt the 
faithful Tranſmiſſion of Matthew's Goſpel is 
« this, vg. that the Original was adulterated 


« by the firſt Converts, or, in other Words, by 


“ the Nazarenes and Ebionites.” 
Had our Author ſincerely ſpoke his Inten- 
tions, he would rather have Kid thus: This 
zd and laſt Objection of its Species, I will en- 
deavour to make good, and ſo many of the 
follswing Species, as concern the Adulteration 


of Matthew's Original, by the firſt Converts, 


which are in Number five But for the four 
remaining Ones, though they all relate to the 
faithful Tranſmiſſion of that Goſpel, as well as 
the five proceeding ones, I ſhall leave them 
to ſhift for themſelves. For this is what in 
Reality he has done, as any. One may be con- 
yinced by comparing the Defenſe with the Vin- 
 dication. a” 7 
Hut to return to the Objection, which indeed 
is the moſt momentous One of the Whole, we 
had Reaſon to expect, that the Fact of Corrup- 


tion, on which it is founded, ſhould have been 


clearly found out. But, as the Inquirer barely 


Ta 37 
aſſerted the Adulteration of St. Matthew's 
Goſpel by the Nazarenes and Ebionites, 1o 
the. Defender has by no means made good that 
Point, unleſs the World will be ſo indulgent, 
as to take confident Aſſertions for Proofs. We 
grant, that Epiphanius calls the Goſpel accord- 
ing to the Hebrews, which the Ebionites uſed, 
St. Matthew's Goſpel corrupted and curtail d. 
But his Authority is too late, to make this 
Fact indiſputable, and fit to bear the Super- 
ſtructure which the Enemies of our Evange- 
liſt have raiſed upon it. For this Goſpel ac- 
cording to the Hebrews, is mentioned by many 


earlier Writers, all of which -ſuppoſe it to be 


different from St. Matthew's Goſpel and One, 
at leaft, expreſly makes them 4iſtinct Goſpels. 
If then the Defender would be true to his own 
Maxims, he ſhould give up this Fact not only 
as uncertain, but alſo, as falſe. For, p. 45. 
he joins with Mr. Collins in pronouncing it an 
9 Objection to the Authority of Ma- 
crobius, atteſting to the Murder of the In- 
fants (in the fame Age wherein Epiphanius 
declares the Corruption of Maithew's Goſpel 
by the Ebionites) that what he 0 occurs 
in no Author before him from whom he could 
tale it. Let this Rule then be applied to the 
Fact before ws, and let our Author point out 
any Writer before Epiphanius, that ever main- 
tained the Goſpel according to the Hebrews 
was the fame with that of St. Matthew, from 
. whom that Hiſtorian could take it. Beſides, 
it is another great Diſadvantage to this No- 
ton, that neither * nor Ferom 5. 
| tne 
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tze Ebromites called their Goſpel the Goſpel 
of St. Matthew, but {till the Goſpel accord- 

ing to the Hebrews. This was obſerved by 
| the Vnarcator, who quotes Epiphanius in the 
= Margin of p. 80. ſaying, that ihe Ebionites had 
= mndeed among them the Goſpel called accord- 
| 
r 


ing to St. Matthew, but that they called this 
the Hebrew Goſpel. The Nazarene Goſpel 
likewiſe, he obſerves, ibid. is called by Jerom, 
4 the Goſpel according to the Hebrews and ac- 

- cording to the . but never, the Goſpel 
j of St. Matthew, by the Nazarenes themſelves. 
f theſe Aſſertions of the Vindicator be falſe, 

it behoved the Defender, by clear Authorities 

, from theſe Fathers, to ſhow as much, and par- 

_ ticularly to conſider the aboye-mentioned Teſti- 
mony of Epiphanius. But inſtead. of this, he 
grows angry and intemperate, ſaying, p. 53. 
„That the Vindicator aſſerts this confidently, 
„ of his own Head, againſt common Senſe, 
and in the Teeth of Epiphanius and eg, 
ho had it from thoſe Chriſtians themſelves. 
Strange ! that all this ſhould be true and yet 
our Author not think fit to produce one Teſ- 
timony to prove it, from either of thoſe Fa- 
thers. As to Ferom indeed, he refers us to 
what himſelf had before ſaid, p. 25. of the 
Defenſe. In which Place he ſays Ferom (in 
Mat. xii. ) relates, that the Nazarenes and 
Ebionites in his Time, made uſe of the Goſpel, 
which he had tranſlated out of Hebrew, call'd 
the Authentick Goſpel of Matthew, called ſo 
by whom? the Nazarenes and Ebronites ? no 
but a Pleriſque, ſays Jerom, by moſt, e 
9 N | 5 | Ords 
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Words our Author had fraudulently omitted, 
that his Readers might thereby be led into an 
Opinion, that the Nazarenes and Ebionites, 
as well as others, called their own Goſpel by 
the Name of St. Matthew's. On the other 
Hand, this Father plainly tells us, that the 
_ written Title both of the Nazarene and Ebi- 
onite Goſpel was, not juxta Matthæum, but 
juxta Hebræos. Thus Com. in Mat. c. 27. 
In Evangelio quod ſcribitur juxta Hebreos. 
In the Goſpel which is entitled according to 
the Hebrews. And plainer ſtill, in his Com- 
ment on Mzcah c. 40. In Evangelio quod 
juxta Hebreos ſcriptum Nazare: leftitant. 
In the Goſpel which the Nazarenes read, un- 
der the Title of the Goſpel accarding to the 
Hebrews. What then are we to think of the 
Defender's Honeſty, who would aſſure the 
World, that Epiphanius and Jeram had it 
from the Nazarenes and Ebianites themitlves, 
that they gave their Goſpel the Title of the 
Authentick Hebrew of Matthew, when it ap- 
pears that they both ſay the dire& Contrary. 
I might therefore retort all. his Opprobrious Ex- 
preſſions, with Advantage. But Lam weary of 


- throwing his Dirt back upon him. 


And now ſince Jerom and Epiphanius, the 
firſt Writers, that call the Nazarene and 
Ebionite 0. by the Name of Authenticum 

Natthæi had no Manner of Encouragement 

ſo to do, from theſe SetFs themſelues, let us 
next ſee, whether they had any Countenance 
for this Opinion, either from Catholic Tradi- 
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Bp wor the Internal Characters of the Goſpel 
| r * 3 
Flirſt, as to Tradition, none of the earlier 
| Fathers make the Goſpel of the Hebrews to 
| have been the fame originally, with that of 
2 St. Matthew, but generally ſuppoſe and ſome- 
3 times affirm the Contrary. as Who 
ä | 7 
| firſt acted this Goſpel, we have great Reaſon to 
| think, gave no Hint of its being St. Matthews 
either intire or corrupted. Becauſe, if he had, 
| Euſebius, to whom we are beholden for this 
| Account, would not, after fach an Authority, 
have made, as it will ſoon appear he does, this 
_ Goſpel and St. Matthew's to have been entirely 
diſtinct. Clemens Alexandrinus + alſo has 
taken one Paſſage from this Hebrew Goſpel, 
* without any Intimation of its being St. 
atthew's, in whole, or in Part, from whoſe 
_ canonical Goſpel he frequently cites by Name. 
Orzgen || has two Paſſages from this Apocry- 
phal Goſpel, but drops not the leaſt Suſpicion 
of its being that Goſpel, which St. Matthew 
wrote originally in Hebrew. He always cites | 
it with Diffidence, and preſſes for its Recep- 
tion, not as of any Authority, but only for 
the Illuſtration of the Queſtion, then under 
bis Hands. But would the great and learned 
Origen have ſpoken thus cooly of and for the 
Goſpel according to the Hebrews, if he, or the 
Church in his Time, had believed, with thoſe 
in e and Ferom's Days, that it waͤs 
the Authentick Hebrew of St. Matthew? 
| TO, 5 Laſtly, 
* Euſcb. H. E. I. 4. c. 22. + Clem. Alex. Strom. I. 2. 
Orig. Com. in Joan. p. 58. Id. Hom. 8. in Matt. 19. P. 21. 
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Laſtly, Euſebius * makes the Hebrew Goſpel 
and that of St. Matthew altogether diſtinct, 
admitting the former only into the ſecond Claſs 
of Scriptures, and doubtleſs, among his Reaſons 
for 10 doing, would have ſet down its pretended 
Relation to St. Matthew, if ſuch a thing had 
but been ſuſpected by the Eccleſiaſtical Wri- 
ters of his own or the preceding Ages: And 
certain it is, that no Man before or after him 
had better Opportunities of knowing the Na- 
ture of this Hebrew Goſpel, than Euſebius, 
who was Bzſbop of that very Cæſarian, where 
his dear Friend Pamphilus had erected a Li- 
brary and repoſited a Copy of the Goſpel. ac- 
cording to the Hebrews, as + Jerom, more 
than once, tells us: The Opinion therefore 
which prevailed among many in the Days of 
Epiphanius and Ferom, concerning the Ebio- 
nite Goſpels being the Authentic Hebrew of 
St. Matthew, was moſt probably no earlier, 
than the middle of the 4th Century. Ka 
The Defender indeed maintains the Con- 
trary and thinks, p. 53. the Vinudicator himſelf 
unwarily allows, that Jreuæus who lived two 
hundred Years before them, gives the ſame 
Account of this Matter with Ferom and Epi- 
phanius, when he ſays, that the Ebionites 
made Uſe of St. Matthew's Goſpel only: which, 
ſays He, our Author, forgetting himſelf, ad- 
mitts to have been the pure and uninterpolated 
| Goſpel of that Name. But did Epiphanius 


and 


* 


* Euſeb. H. E. 1. 3. c. 27 Id. ibid. c. 27. f Hieron. I. 3. 
: adv. Pelag. C. 1. & in Cata . Vir. illuſtr. in Matthæo. ED nM | 
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and Ferom, when they ſpake of the Ebionite 


Goſpels being the original Hebrew of St. Mat- 
thew, mean, as Irenæus did, the pure and un- 
interpolated Goſpel of that Evangeliſt ? No: 


but one that had been both interpolated and 
curtailæd. Since therefore the Vindicator ſup- 


poles Irenaus to ſpeak of one Goſpel, and 


Epiphanius and Ferom of another, he plainly 
leaves no Room ior the Charge of Contra- 
dliction. Further, ſince Jrenens aſſures us, that 


the Ebionites made ule of St. Matthew's Goſ- 


pel * meaning the pure and uninterpolated Copy 


received in the Church, and Epiphanius and 
Jerom ſpeak of an Ebionite Goel, which was 
never in the Canon of the Church, as ſure as 


One and One make Two, fo ſure is it, that 


the Ebionites made Uſe of two Goſpels, tho 
the Defender, p. 53. would have this paſs for 
a mere Fancy of the Vindicator s. Further 


the Vznarcator is not alone in thinking, that 


Epiphanius and Ferom were miſtaken, when 
they called the Ebionite Goſpel, the Authen- 
tick Hebrew of St. Matthew: nor does He 
(the Vindicator) pretend to oppoſe his own 
fingle Authority to thoſe two Fathers, as our 
Author complains, p. 54. having the concurrent 
Judgment of many learned Moderns, as of 


If Trenens, when he tells us, I. 3. c. 11. that the Zbionites 
uſed the Goſpel according to Matthew only, had meant, not the 
Churches Goſpel, but what Epiphanizs afterwards called the G 
pel of St. Matthexy curtailed, i. e. the Ebionite Goſpel, he would moſt 
certainly have told us, that they Circumciſed the Goſpel according 


to St. Matthew, as he, immediately afterwards does of the A. | 
 erionites, with Reſpect to St. Lyke's Goſpel. 
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+ Dr. Grade, || Dr. Mill, ** Dr. Whitby, 44 Mr. 
Clerc, ¶ Dr. Mangey, and * Mr. ones. It 


will alſo appear anon, that the Viudicator is 
not entirely. ignorant of this Matter, as his 


 Adverfary tells the World, and at the fame 


Time, we ſhall be convinced, that the two Fa- 
thers were very little acquainted with the Ge- 
nius and Turn of the Ebionite Goſpel, tho 


our Author, 461 ſupra, is pleaſed poſitively to 


affirm the Contrary. - „ 
The Defender, p. 54. obſerves ſome Things 


4 on this Head. Firſt, ſays he, The 


« Vindicator no where finds the Jewiſh Chri- 
« ſtians ever made uſe of two Goſpels, or that 
« they had any other Goſpel than that of Mat- 


« thew. > To the firſt Branch of which Ob- 


ſervation, the Vindicator has anſwered already 


in the foregoing Paragraph. And to the ſe- 


cond he now replies thus. We find, that the 


Fewiſh Chriſtians, i. e. the Ebzonttes, had 


another Goſpel which was not St. Matthew's, 
from Origen, who ſpeaks of their Hebrew Gol- 
pel in ſuch Terms, as he would by no Means 


| have uſed, in ſpeaking of St. Matthew's Goſ- 
fel. We find it allo ſtill plainer from Euſebius, 


ho mentioning their Goſpel, and St. Mat- 
thew's, in the ſame Chapter, makes a very 


wide Difference between them, placing the lat- 


ter among the univerſally received Scriptures 


** Dr. Whitby's Pref. to the Goſpels, p. 46, 47. ++ Le Clerc's 


= Diſſert. annexed to Harm. of the Goſpel, p. 694. I Dr. 


angey's Remarks on Toland's Nazarenus. * Jones's New 
Method, &c. vol. 1. c. . : | | 


of 


t Grabe's Specileg. Tom. 1. p. 15. {| Mill's Proleg. No. 38. | 
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of the New Teſtament, and thruſting down the 
former into the Claſs of Scriptures that were 

controverted. In the ſecond Place, the Defen- 
der asks the Vindicator, © Whether antient 
« Hiſtory any where expreſly informs him, 
« that. the Goſpel according to the Hebrews 
“ was an abſolutely diſtin&t Goſpel from that 


<« of Matthew's Authenticum? So that, ſays 


« our Author, he is wrong in both. But, 
provided we have ſuch Information, is it not 
the fame Thing, wnether it comes to us ih ex- 
preſs Terms, or by plain and neceſſary Conſe- 
quence? And this latter Way, we are thus in- 
formed by all thoſe Ancients, who reject the 
Goſpel according to the Hebrews, out of the 
Canon of Scripture and yet admit that St. 
Matthew's Authenticum was originally writ- 
ten in Hebrew. In neither of theſe Reſpects 
therefore is the Vindicator wrong, though ſaid 
by his Adverſary to be wrong in both. _ 
At the bottom of this Page we have a Mar- 
ginal Note, ſetting forth how well qualified 
Epiphanius and Jerom were, to judge of the 
Nazarens and their Goſpel. ©* Which ſays 
he, they were ſo far from ſaying was dif- 
tin& from that Matthew wrote, that they 
both aſſert it to have been lis very Goſpel 
molt entire, and conſequently that the Goſ-_ 
pel then and now uſed by the Church was 
either ſuppoſitious or corrupt. Add to this, 
ſays our Author, that had the Goſpel ac- 
cording to the Hebrews been a diſtinct Apo—-— 
* cryphal Goſpel we ſhould haye had it in 
Pope Gela/ius's Decree.” 5 : 5 
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It is to little Purpoſe to expoſtu | 
Writer, about marginal Obſervations, who 
ſeems. to think the Margin a Place of Privi- 
= lcdge from Obligations to Truth and Pertinence. 
But however, I ſhall venture once more to 
make bold with his Aſy/am, and ask where it 

is that St. Jerom aſſerts the Nazaren Goſpel 
to have been St. Matthew's moſt entire! 1 
know where, in Effect, he afferts the Contrary, 
vis. In the Preface of his Comment on St. 
Matthew. For there he pronounces the Au- 
thor of the Goſpel according to the twelve 
Apoſtles (which Goſpel in the third Book of 
his Dialegues againſt the Pelagians, he makes 
the fame with that, which the Nazarenes 
uſe) to be one who had neither the Spirit nor 
the Grace of God. Secondly, I deſire he would 
favour us with his Opinion, whether Epipha- 
nius's Teſtimony to this Purpoſe can be de- 
pended upon, who himſelf undoes it all in the 
very next Words. For after having afferted, 
That the Nazarenes had St. Matthew's entire 
Goſpel- in Hebrew, which was yet preſerved 
by them, as at firſt written, in Hebrew Cha- 
raters, he immediately adds“: 7% I dont 
 kiiow whether they have not taken away the 

Genealogies from Avraham to Chriſt. Is not 

this a rare Teſtimony on which to build the 

RejeQion of St. Matthety's Goſpel, as we now 

have it? And does it not ſhow, to Admitation, 
how well Epiphanius was acquainted with the 

 Nazayenes ard their Goſpel. Thirdly, Is the 

| 1 . 
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| preent Queſtion only, about the Nazarens 


oſpel and not allo and equally about that of 
the Ebionites? and does not the ſame Epipha- 
nius pronounce of the latter, that it was not 


the Goſpel of St. Matthew, not whole and 
Perfect, but adulterated and cropt. Since 


therefore, according. to our Author, p. 52. the 
Nazarenes and El ionites uſed the ſame Goſpel, 
it does not follow from Epiphanius's calling it St. 
Matthew's Goſpel, that in 1o doing he gave up the 
Goſpel under that Name, then and now uſed in 
the Church, either as ſuppoſitzous or corrupt. 
Laſtly, does the Defender in earneſt think, 
that all the A rage that were not admitted 
into the Churches Canon, are to be found in 
Pope Gelaſius's Decree, concerning Apocryphal 
Books? Were the Goſpels of the Ag yprians, 
of Baſilides or of Judas Iſcariot ever deem'd 
Canonical? And yer none of them are found 
in Pope Gelaſms's Decree. Here therefore the 
Defender betrays either great Ignorance or 
notorious Diſhoneſty. Let him take his Choice. 


Thus we ſee, that the Judgment of Epipha- 


nius and of Jerom's Contemporaries, concerning 


the Nazarene, or Ebionite Goſpel, has no di- 
rec Countenance from Antiquity. But per- 
haps it may be ſaid, thoſe Fathers. built upon 


the Report of Antiquity, concerning the Na- 
Sarenes, and Ebionites themielves, that they 
were the firſt Jewiſh Converts, and conſequent- 


ly, being the Men, for whoſe Sake St. Mat- 


thew wricte his Hebrew Goſpel, muſt have re- 
3 VVéf way to” _ rained 


: F Fpiph. Her. 30. Our dv 5 0 r ame 
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rained it pure and per fett. Concerning which 
the Vindicator had obſerved, p. 78. that it was 
very much, and juſtly queſtioned by learned 
Men, whether the Sect of Chriſtians, called 
Nagarenes, in the fourth Century, were origi- 
nally the firſt Chriſtian Conyerts of the Cir- 
cumciſion. But ſays the Defender, p. 51. If 
the firſt Chriſtian Converts (among the Jews ) 
did not bear the Name of Nazarenes, what 
« other more proper Name did they bear. 
Anſwer, It is not our Concern, what Name 
the 'firſt Chriſtian Converts among the Jews. 
might moſt Fog wht have been, bur what Name. 
they actually bore. And we cannot find, that 
the firſt Chriſtians, whether Fews or Gentiles, 
ever called themſelves Nagarenes. The Name, 
by which they denoted themfelyes, was, Chri- 
ſtians, Acts 11, 26. 1 Pet. 4. 16. and even un- 
believing Jews, when they intended them no 
Reproach, called them, Chriſtiaus. When Chri- 
ſtiaus wanted to diſtin os Oe Believers 
from others, they {till uſed a Periphraſis, call- 
ing them, rug & wp; Tui, them t the Circum- 
ciſion, Acts 10. 45; 11. 2 Gal, 2 12. Col. 4. 11. 
Tit. 1. 10. © It is certain, ſays our Author, 
« St. Paul was accuſed for being a Dilciple of 
« Feſus of Nazareth, by the lame Name, as 
« a Ringleader of the dect of the Nazarenes : 
« which Paul took to himſelf without Denial. 
But Commentators, and particularly Grotius 
and Hammond, are of Opinion, that Tertullus, 
by Nazarenes here, meant Chriſtians at large, 
and not the Fewtſh Believers, contradiſtinguiſh- 
ed to the Cenyerts' of atl other Nations. In- 
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am aſhamed here, adds he, for the , 
rance this Man beirays, not only 


LT 
deed the known Character of St. Paul, as Abo 
ſtle of the Gentiles, makes it abſurd to ſup- 
poſe, he was accuſed of being peculiariy the 
Ringleader of the Jewiſh Chriſtians. Moſt 


certain therefore it is, that by Nazarenes, Acts 


24. 5, 14. was not meant any particular Sec or 
Diviſion of Chriſtians, but the Men of that 
Profeſſion at large. So that the V indicator 


had Reaſon for ſaying, p. 33. That no ſuch 
Name as Nazarenes, for a Sect of. Chriſtians, 
probably ſubſiſted in the firſt Age of Chriſti- 
* anity, and again, p. 78. 79. that almoſt four 

entire Centuries paſſed without the leaſt 
« Mention of any ſuch Chriſtian Sect, as that 
« of the Nagareues; tho the \Defender 


compliments him with having aſſerted both 


theſe Things, after his uſual Coufidencs. I 
oſs Hao 


bet b Scripture, 
but of all Antiquity. Now, as to. Ignorance 
in Scripture, betrayed. in theſe Aſſertions, it 


already appears, that our Author might have 
beſtowed his Shame. more properly at Home. 
Let us next fee what Evidence the Defender 


has againft them from all Antiquity. * Why 
« he tells us, © That under this Name Na- 
_ Zarenes / it was, the antient Jews, thrice e- 
very, Day anathematized their Countrymen, 
« who were Chriſtians, which Name, no doubt, 
« deſcended to them by Tradition. But how 
dc es it appear that the Jews, in theſe Anathe- 


mag, by Nazarenes, meant only their Coun- 


trymen, that were Chriſtians, and not rather 


183 whole Body of Chriſtians. For if they 


meant 
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Times. Admirable Evidences thete, of ait A. 
_ theſe, and by far the more intel 
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te Dees we are fill as far wo ock m 

_ for a Se# or Divi/eew of Chriſtians, un- 
Name of Nazarezes, before the fourth 
ry. His only Authdries for this are 


Epiphanius and Jerom, neither of which flou- 


rithed till late in that very fourth: Century, and 
both relate the Practice only of their own 


tzquity! And what is ſtill worſe, even one of 
ligent of che 
Two, is directly againſt our Author. His 

Words are theſe. Ter per fingulos Dies in on- 
nibus Synagogis fab nomine Nazarenorum ana- 


thematizant vacabulum Chriſtiauum, i. e. Thrice 


each Day in all their Synagogues, under the 
Name 1 Nazarenes, they anathematizs the 


Chriſtian Name, i. e. the entire Body of Chri- 
ſtians. If I am not miſtaken then, . fen 


2 here has ſomething worſe to be aſhamed of, 
than groſs Ignorance, that could refer his Rea- 


Into to two Teſtimonies in Proof of a Point, 


which one of them evidently contradicts. But 
« Epiphanius allo tells us, that all Chriſtians 
« were at firſt called Nazarenes. And in ſo 

laying, he contradicts the Defender, who will 
have it, that the Converts among the Jews, 


and not 4/4 Chriſtiaus, were at firſt called Vs. 


zarenes. ©< Epiphanius ſays farther, that the 
« Nazarenes and Corinthians. began at the 
fame Time: but the Ceriuthiaus were in the 


„ firſt Century, Contemporary with the Apo- 
4 ſtles. This is very true, but then, as Epi- 
Phanius is alone in this Sentiment, and was a 


Writer, on whom the Learned do not mach 


depend 
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| devel: þ in TOs of this Kind, 1. e. in the 
Reaſon and Anti 2 of Names: ſo his Au- 


thority is not ſufficient to eſtabliſn the Subſi- 

ſtence of a Set of Chriſtians, under the Name 

of Nazarenes, in the firſt Age of Chriſtianity. 
Our Author aſſerts, p. 52. © That the Na- 


| 0 Sarenes and Ebionites were two Denomina- 


tions of the ſame Chriſtians: which he thinks 


« 3s evident from their uſing the jame Goſpel, 
. and having the fame, or near the ſame Te- 
4 nets. ” But in affirming this he ſays his 
own Foundation, by contradicting his great 
Evxidences Epiphanius and Ferom. For the 


former of theſe makes them to have uſed fe- 
rent Goſpels, and both ſpeak of theſe Sects, as 


diſtinét, both in Name and Notions. In Spite 


of the ſame. Authority, he proceeds to aſſure 
us, that the true and original Name of both 
the Sects, was Nazarenes, and ſays, the other, 
of Ehionites, 2 given them by their Enemies. 
Whereas Epiphanius, Hær. 12. 40. makes the 
Ebionites X ect that ſprouted from the Naza- 
reues, and that took a diſtin Denomination 
from Ebion, its Founder: he ſays allo of this 


Hereſiarch, that the Name of Ebion was gi- 


ven him, not by his Enemies, but 35 his 


rents. Ferom alſo makes Ebion the Name of: 


a Perſon, as much as Cerinthus, Ep. 89. Augu- 


ſtino c. 4. And immediately after treats of che 


Nazarenes, as an entire diſtinti Species from 
Ebionites, and the more Orthodox Sect of the 


Two. But tho he here contradicts both theſe 


Fathers, he immediately has recourſe to their 
ener, 1 and * they treat of the Naza- 
| Fes 
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renes and Ebionites, as being ueſcended from 
the Primitive Chriſtians of ſeruſalem. As to 
Ferom, I do not remember that he any Where 
tpeaks of the Deſcent of either of theſe Sects, 
and for Epiphanius, he ſeems to have been led 
into this Perſuaſion, rather from the Sound of 
a Name, than from any Authority of older 
Writers. As he was the firſt that mentioned 
ſuch an Hereſy as that of the Nazarenes, ſo 
he attempts at ſomething of their Hiſtory, to- 
wards which, he ſeems to have no other Light, 
than what could be had from their Name, their 
Notions and Places of Reſidence. Ireneus, 
adds he, and Euſebius, treating of the whole 
« Body of Jewiſh Chriſtians, call them Ebio- 
« nites. But then he refers us to no parti- 
cular Place in either of theſe Writers, where 
ſuch a Thing is to be found. But ſuppoſing the 
whole Body of Fewz/b Chriſtians, when theſe 
Fathers wrote, to be Ebionites, it does not fol- 
low that they all were, or were thought ſuch, 
in the firſt Century, or the former Part of the 
ſecond. I am certain, that Euſebius believed 
them to be very different in that Period. For 
in his third Book of Church Hiſtory, c. 27. he 
charges the Ebionites, even the beſt of them, 
with impious Sentiments relating to Chriſt - 
whereas in his fourth Book, c. 5. ſpeaking of 
the firſt Fewtſh Chriſtians at Jeruſalem, and 
of their Deſcendents, to the Time of Adrian, 
and of their fifteen ſucceſſive Biſhops, all of 
the Circumciſion, he affirms, that they received 
the Knowledge of Chriſt, ymoios, purely and 
Fl EIN, . 
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ganuineſy. Laſtly, the Defender cites Orzgen, 


_ laying, that all the Jews, who believed Jeſus 
to be Chriſt, were called Ebionites. As if be- 
cauſe this was the State of Things towards the 
Middle of the third Century, when Orzgen li- 
ved, therefore the Fews/b Chriſtians of the 


_ firſt Century alſo, muſt all have been ſo called. 


And thus ends our Author's: Detail of Proofs 
for the Nazarenes, Ebionites or Mineans, be- 
ing the fame firſt Chriſtian Converts of Feſtus 
himſelf, and his Apoſtles, and he pronounces 
them ſufficient to ſatisfy the ingenuous Reader: 
but I truſt they all appear, on the other hand, 
to be deficient either with regard to Certainty, 
or Pertinence, or both. But beſides the want 
of direct Proof, that theſe . Heretichs of rhe 
fourth Century were the fame with the firſt 


Ghriſtian Converts among the Jews, tome Points 


may be produced, wherein they evidently diſa- 
greed, Firſt, the Saua Chriſtians of Jeru- 
ſalem, from their Converſion, to the Times of 

Adrian, were found in the Belief of Chriſt's 
Divinity, as we have already ſeen, whereas the 
Nazarenes and Ebionites, according to our 
Author himſelf (Note at the Bottom of p. 52.) 
believed him to be Man only. adly, The firſt 
Converts of Jeruſalem, during the above-men- 
_ tioned Period, had a regular Chriſtian Hierar- 
ch, and. called their religious Aſſemblies Chur- 
ches, as we learn both from Scripture and An- 
tiquity. Whereas the Nazarenes and Ebio- 

ues, as both Epiphanius and Ferom inform 
us, had not the Name of Church among them, 


but 


+ + C1 „ 
but called their Places of Worſhip Synagogues; 
living, as we are told by the former of theſe 
Fathers, under the Direction of one ſupreme 

Head, whom they called a Patriarc. 
Since then Epiphanius is the firſt, if not the 
only Writer, who makes the Nazarenes of the 
| fourth Century, the Deſcendents from the firſt 
= Jewiſh Chriſtians, merely, as it ſhould ſeem, 
pom Conjecture, whillt they evidently appear 
= to have differed, in ſome very important Rei- 
pects, it cannot, with any Certainty, be affirm-. 
ed, that the former were ever in Poſſeſſion o 
St. Matthew's Goſpel in the Original Hebrew, 
which our learned Author calls St. Matthew's 
Autography. Nay, p. 53. he is ſo good as to 
| ſet it down for a Term of the Vzndzrcater's own; 
But as to that, the Vindicator deſires to be ex- 
cuſed. He knows, that an Autograph is an 
original Hand Writing, and himlelf has uſed 
the Word in that Senſe, Vndzc. p. 84. but an 
Autography is a Curioſity, that he never heard 
of before. Again, if we cannot be fure that 
the Nazarenes were ever poſſeſſed of Mat- 
thew's Hebrew Goſpel, it cannot be ſaid, that 
they corrupted it. If they' did not corrupt 
it, we have no Reaſon to think it was at 
all corrupted, but rather to: beheve, that the 
Orthodox Jewiſh Chriſtians always preſet- 
ved it pure, and fo tranfmitted' it; or a Verſion 
of it, to the Gentiles. Theſe Converts; as I 
have already ſhewn; were neither Nazarenes 
nor Ebionites, but lived like true Believers, 
under Biſbops of Jeruſalem, for more than 60 
Years after St. Marthew publiſhed his Goſpel: 
: EL N From 


. . 
— ve 
4 ls. r 


From ſuch pure and unſuſpected Hands, the 
Gentzle Churches had no Reaſon to doubt, but 
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that they received faithful Copies, or Verſions 
of that Goſpel: eſpecially, when they found the 


Tontents of it accord with the Preachings of the 
A poſtles, and the ritten Memoirs of St. Mark 


and St. Luke. Beſides, after this, St. John, a He- 


nee both by Birth and Education, a Maſter 
both of Hebrew and Greek, and, above all, an 
anfpired Perſon, approved of the Gentile Co- 
Pics of St. Matthew, and thereby rendered the 
F2delity of that Verſion amgueſtzonable, if in- 


deed it be a Verſion, and not another Original 
of that Evangeliſt himſelf, which, after all, is 


a2 puſillle, if not a probable Cale. Theſe Con- 


fiderations ſufficiently anſwer all that is alledged 
by the Defender, p. 55, 56, 57, as built upon | 
Suppoſitions, that are either precarious or falſe, | | 
wiz. < That the fit Fewrſh Chriſtians were 
< as tenacious of their Goſpel, as their Forefa- 
« thers were of the Old Teftament Writings; 
that they were all Heretichs, and avowed 
* Enemies to the Gentle Churches; that they 
4 probably corrupted St. Matthew's Goſpel, 


* almoſt as ſoon as they received it, dc. Par- 


ticularly we find it no difficult Matter to break 
thro the Dilemma of p. 57. which proceeds on 
the Suppoſition, either that the 7euiſh Chri- 
flians, meaning the Nazarene Hereticks, cor- 

rupted St. Matthew's Goſpel in the Beginning, 
or that they preſerved and tranſmitted it entire 
to their Succeſſors in the Days of * 
Por we have not yet had ſufficient Proof, that 


this Sef7 of Flereticks were at all in the Be- 


CE 
ginning, or ever had Poſſeſſion. of St. Mat 
theres genuine Hebrew Golpel.. It is by far: 
more probable, that their Gſpel, mentioned by 
Epiphanius and Ferom, was the Forgery of 
Ebian, and. always different from St. Mat- 
thew's,, as well as in the fourth: Century. E 
| ſhall only add, that the Defender s Realonings 
upon this Head, ſuppoſe, againſt all Reaſon and 
.ikelihood,, that none of the Jews/h:Chriſtians,, 
to whom St. Matthew delivered. Copies. of his. 
- Febrew Goſpel, were ever carried, by their Oc 
cajons,, into other Countries, where they fet— 
tlet, and became incorporate with the Gentil 
Churches, and that none of thoſe who: ffaid art 
Zenſalem, tranſmitted Copies of that Gaſpel 
to. tie. Hebrew: Chriſtians, then diſperſed: thro 
- moſt Parts of the Raman Empire. For if Soth, 
or eiten of theſe were Fact, the Tentzle: Chur 
ches hd no Occaſion. to receive St. Matthew's 
Golpel, or the Verſion, of it, from pn - 
they dy. ſo receive. them, they had thole: a- 
nongſt hem, that. could prevent falſe: Copies: - 
being thuſt into their Hands, as well. as ua 
„Faithful Tran ſlations. | . . 
. Havingnow ſhewn that Epiphanius and Fee 
4 rom had m Encouragement, either from Yai 
%%. or thi Name of Nazarenes;. to: ſuppoſe: 
that their Goſpel: was. St. Matthew's: original. 
Hebrew one, I come to examine;whether: they” 
could. find. ay Support for this Notion. from the: 
Iuternals of de Nagarene or Ebionite Goſpel. 
We have 5. Reaſon: to; queſtion, but. that: 
wath the, laſt ned. Fathers really believed. hier 
| R. 2.  Charches: 
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| Churches Goſpels, and particularly the Greek 
of St. Matthew, to be genuine. So that when 
they ſpeak of the Goſpel according to the He- 
brews, as St. Matthew's original Goſpel, they 

could not mean thereby to adopt and authenti- 

cate all the Paſſages they found in that Apo- 

_cryphal Hebrew Piece, and which were not ex 
tant in the Churches Greek, but only to intiæ- 
mate their Opinion, and that of their Contemer | 
poraries, that the faid Hebrew Goſpel was a 
Graft upon St. Matthew's Original, which had | 
been in forme Points curtailed, in others inter- 
Polated, and in others again corrupted, till 1 
took the Form, they then ſaw it in, amon! 
the Nazarenes and Ebionites. But I think 1 
may affirm, that they were not led into tl. lis 
Judgment, from any Thing obſervable in t/ 9 
Goſpel according, to the Hebrews itſelf. 1 
the Internals of that Goſpel, as far as we 775 can 
judge from the preſent Fra ”m of it, no 
Way encouraged any one to ſay, that St. / Jat- 
there's Goſpel, above all others, was the Gro! An. 

_ work on which Ebion, or whoever elle f rmed 
the Evangelium juxta Hebreos, proceed ied in 
his Work. On the other Hand, upon a « :areful 
Inquiry, I find, that this Hebrew Goff 21 has 

much more of St. Luke in it, than of bf Mat- 
thew : of which the Reader himſelf iy 41 Judge 
from 3 the following Survey. 
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Goſpel according to the Hebrews. 


(a) EMelo & F nniegts Hegds 78 Bacikins Y IG 


dias. (bY Hſe *Iauns Bawlicer Bawlioud Me- 


Tavoias. (c) Os Diyero i) nm se Rep 72 le- 


elch, mars Layagpps x Eoatir, (d) TS has Baws-. 
US WIG, ne , Inasg 34 iBawlion waa T8 Inavs* 


(e) Ev ps dt 6 yos 6 dyawnns & oor nudoxnon., ( 78 ) 

Ku wanuv, *Eyw onueegv udp . (g) Ei 

Tis dne d ̊i Inos x, dum ws ITY rei einher 

eic r dixfay Eiwvor, () This Goſpel, in the Lift 

of the Apoſtles, ſirnames Simon, Tov End, The 

Zealot. | . e 
55 (i) Joannes 


(a) Matthew ſets down no expreſs Date of Time 
in any Part of the Bapti/*s Hiſtory. He mentions 
indeed the Days of Herod the King, on Occaſion of 
the Wiſemens coming to Jeruſalem: but not the 
King of Judæa, as the Hebrew Goſpel and St. Luke 


have it. (5) St. Matthew never directly calls 


John's Baptiſm, the Baptiſm of Repentance. (c) 
The Parentage of Fohn Baptiſt, is not related by a- 


ny of the Evangeliſts, ſave St. Luke. (4) The 


former Part of theſe Words was evidently taken from 
St. Luke, as the latter Part is from Mark, c. 1. v. 9. 
But St. Matthew, c. 3. v 13. differs much from them 
both. (e) St. Matthew, c. 3. v. 1. is very dif- 
ferent from both. Oume sm 5 iss us 6 ayarime, &/ 


© cudoxnon. (/) Theſe Words are in no Edi-' 


tions, Verſions, or MSS. of the other Evangeliſts, but 


only in ſome of St. Luke. ( 20 St. Luke only, of a | 
all the Evangeliſts, ſets down our Lord's Age, at 


the Time of his Baptiſm. ) The Name of 


Zelotes is found only in St. Luke. 
(i) 80 


quid: turbati alli, Sc. 
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(i 83 Bapt iſta baptizat- in Remiſſionem 


' Peccatorum 1 Vende omnia quæ poſſides 


& divide Pauperibus. () Barabbas filius Magiſtri: 
eorum interpretatur, qui propter Seditionem & Ho- 
miaidium fuerat condemnatus. (mY: Mn em,, 
Zwe0vpuncoa etc ro TO IIa Oayav py" Uu). (a); 


Heron. Przfat; I 18; Com. in Ei: Cum Apoſtoli. 
eum putarent Spiritum vel juxta Evangelium, quod 


lectitant Nazarei Incorperale Damonium, dixit eis, 
© Goſpel 


© 80 alſo St. Mark. But St. Matthew, . 3. U. 6. 
only ſays, they were baptized, confeſſing their Sins. 
G&) Matthew has it differently, c. 19 V. 21. Twnoov 
FE TA cg 95 er, Ne Mark d. Io. v. 21. 
Oc cis c, x, s rots wlwyols. („% Ba- 


rablias's Crime is mentioned: in no» Coſpel, but St. 


Lnke's: (n E piphauius, who records this Paſ- 
ſage (Her. zo.) of the Hebrew Goſpel, charges the 
Ebionites with twice interpolating. the Words of the 


Evangeliſt :: firſt by the Addition of the Adverb jan, 


and! again of the Word: ve But this Saying: of 


our Lord is found only in St: Luke. (1) This. 


Fright of the Apoſtles, after our Lord's. Reſurrection, 


is mentioned by no Evangeliſt, except St. Luke.. It: 
is ſaid indeed; Mat. 14. 26. and: Mark: 6: 49. that 


the Apoſtles, on another Occaſion, thought they had 
ſeen, Pdrracha, 4 Spirit, But that Ferom- meant 
the Paſſage in Luke, is plain from our Lord's An- 
ſwer, which- is found only in Sc. ute. The fame: 
Thing alſo appears from Ferom's Uſe of the Word: 


Spiritum, which is his. own; Rendering of 71] ỹnS 


Lac. 24 37. whereas d in his. Latin of: Mat- 
them and Mark, is not Spiritum, but. Phang oſma.. 
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Goſpel ES to St. 1 


. I. V. 5. Ee © C ＋ H οe Hegos T2 Baroncwh 
T Jsdaas, A 3. v. 3. Hocher uebi ga ꝭC Me- 
Tavoias, C. g. V. 2, Iwavmy wv 'T8 Zaxaeje Aen. C. 
. V. F. Ieęsus Tis pc Laqaęjas X M vun aut? See 
TP Suyaliep "Azgpy x, 7 bvoua dulns EN ν,mñ. N 
3. V. 26. EM 5 & T5 H „ỹ&õͤHνανũ cia © Nov 
* Ines Baie eg. C: 3. V. 22, Tu ei © os Aus *0 
ayawnlos c Cy 0; nu oxnca, After theſe Words in tlie 
Cambr. MSS. Greek and Latin, and in LS 1 
4. c. 15. and in ſome Copies (Girh St. Auſtin, 

de Conſenſ. Evang. c. By follow theſe Words, 5 
Thuregy equi os C. 3. v. 23. Kal aunds nv 6 Tursc 


Le 71 T@12x0V1G, pe. C - 4 29 Elch ev ds 
T d, Tu⁰ẽ e 0 C. 5. 15. Ko Zipwn r 1%\s juvoy 


Z afl. 1 Apen Emap lioy. C. 18. v. 22. 


TIavla Sg iyas TwaAncoy taxes @lwyols, CS. 
TY. Osis ( ſc. Barabbas) olic 540 % Dv B65 Nee 
PT,  PuNaxby. C. 22.1 $. "EmeDvunox ro Td Ie A Oo. 


yew 8 pu, C. 24. 37. IIron See 5 biuPobot pcs 


he 20 WO A Vecopeiu. 


In other Places, the Compiler of this Goſpel 
Joins St. Matthew and St. Luke together: E. G. 
Si peccaverit Frater tuus in Verbo & ſatis tibi 
fecerit Septies in Die, ſuſci pe cum. Dixit illi 
Simon Diſcipulus ejus, SEE 48 Die? Reſpon- 
dit Dominus & dixit ei, etiam ego dico tibi, 2 
que ad Septnageſies Septies. The firſt Sen- 
tence, as a Saying of our Lord's, is found only 
in Luke c. 17. 4 The latter Words are purely 
Matthews, C. 18. P. 21, 22. Again, when WC 
find whete | Words in the Hebrew * Goſpel, Kot «- 


. a n= Se ud Agen 0 t r- 
Dt 


"as + 


Serre % dot Seng eis dub, We plainly ſee it to 
be a Medley of Mat. 3. 17. and Luke 3. 22. 


There is indeed a Paſſage or two in which 


 Ebion's Goſpel takes entirely from St. Mat- 
thew. As Sha we find in Ferom's th Book 
of Commentaries on Mat. c. 23. In Evangelio 


quo utuntur Nazarenz, pro filio Barachiæ, fi 


lium Jojade reperimus ſcriptum. But the moſt 


unconteſtable of all is that, which follows, a- 
bout the Clothing and Diet of John the Bap- 
tiſt, which St. Luke does not touch upon at all, 
and' St. Mark relates in very different Ex- 
preſſion, 


0 


Goſpel ng to tlie Hebrews : 


Kel d 0 195985 webu Lor re Kyu % G0 


mh olsppuallivluy IH Thu) bp au &, 76 Beppe aure, {3 


pint d S if ye ots nv TY Maw, s s ci . 
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Goſpel according to St. Matthews. 


Mar. 3. 4. N 9 0 e days Td ile re : 


Im TE Rai 2 Carla, Pepe ivls Why Thy doÞuy | 


dure, 19 reg aud ny 9 X% Hl EL yepov. 


But this Paſſage makes a moſt unhapp y Dif 
covery. For we ice by it, that the Compiler 
of the Ebionite Goſpel, in that little which he 


did borrow from St. Matthew, did not take 
from his Hebrew Authenticum, but from the 


Greek Copies, in which, by Miſtake, for &, 


he read typos. Further, this Paſlage ſhews, 


that the Author of Ebion's Goſpel was no Hebrew 


Jews but, moſt e an Hellenift, who” 
having 


CoM 
having the Verſion of the LXX ftrongly im- 
preſſed on his Memory, and erroneouſly reading 
zy nejches, for axgjds, in the Greek of St. Mat- 
thew, added ſome Words, which - follow, the 
Mention of ne in that Verſion; Num. 1 1. 8. 

And thus at length we find; that the Goſ- 
pel of the Hebrews, . cried up by ſome. as 
earlier than any of the Churches Goſpels and 
by our Author, as the original Hebrew. of St. 
Matthew, was certainly later than St. Luke's. 
Goſpel, being patched up chiefly out of him, 
though now and then taking in from St. Mat- 

| thew and St. Mart and that the Author of 
of it had probably never ſeen the Hebrew of 
St. Matthew. So that Epiphanius and Ferom, 


who reported that this G oſpel was that very 


Original, had never, examined the Internals 
of it, but, as the Vindicator obſeryes; p. 79 
gueſſed it to be ſo, becauſe St. Matthew alone 
publiſhed the Goſpe/ in the Hebrew Language 
and Characters: which indeed is Epiphanius's. 
own way of Reaſoning, and which the Reader. 
may ſee expoſed by the Vindicator, ub# ſupra. 
The Defenders next Plea, p. 57, 58. is, 
that many forged Goſpels appeared early in 
« the ſecond Century under the Names of the 
« Apoſtles; that it was eaſy for the Gentile. 
Fathers to be impoſed upon by anv of theſe 
« taking upon itſelf the Name of - Matthew: 
and pretending, to be a Tranſlation from his 
« Hebrew, which they, ignorant as they were 
« of the Hebrew, might too eaſily give Ear 
« unto and be deceived; that it does not ap- 
* peat they ever {ent after the Original to 
Wie EE 8 % compare 


e compare the pretended Tranſlation with, of 
that they made any Inquiry after the Tran 
« fator, or took any one Step to ſatisfy them- 
4 ſelves or ſucceeding Chriſtians of the Tyuth 
« or Authority of ſuch pretended Tranſlation.” 
- Anſwer. The forged Goſpels of the ſecond 
Century have no Relation to St. Matthews 
Greek, which was certainly cited in the firſt 
Age. And though the Gentile Churches were 
ignorant of the Hebrew, they probably were 
never- without a Mixture, of Hebrew. convert . 
Jews among them, who could and certainly 
would prevent all Deception of this Kind: 
Beſides, Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory informs us, that 
the Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew (for of the 
Greek only can Enſebius be ſuppoſed to ſpeak, 
L 3. c. 24.) was peruſed and approved by St. 
John the Apoſtle, before the End of the firſt 
Century. If then Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory is to 
be credited, the Defender falſely aſſerts that 
no one Step was taken to ſatisfy Chriſtians 
about the Truth and Authority of St. Matthew's 
Greek. For St. Fohn, beſides his inſpired Qua- 
lifications, underſtood the Syro-Chaldaick Lan- 
guage, and could neither be deceived by an 
unfaithful Viſion or an unatithentich Original. 
But if no Credit is due to Church Hiſtory, 
though the very Steps propoſed by our Author 
had been actually taken and recorded, they 
might all have been rejected for fly:ng Reports, 
' Ke. and the Unbelievers would have bèeen as 
far from receiving their own ſort of Satisfac- 
"oh, 6s Eyer. WE 


- £ ; , 
* ? 1 . . 
| i, E 
; . o 
* 4 | W 
er 


— a 
LIENS ONT ai e 2 ee 


5 


3 — 
- — £6, A 
* — oe OR — 
2 * 2 
Dran, a. 
pe 


ie] „ 


„We are told, p. 58. that Eraſmus, that ex- 


_ * cellent Critick has demonſtrated that the 


« preſent Greek of St. Matthew is not a 
“ Trau/lation, but an Original, and that ma- 
ny of our greateſt Criticks haye been of 
the ſame Opinion. Upon which our Au- 
« thor immediately falls foul upon the Greet 
Fathers, for their Ignorance or Knavery, and 
_ & declares that now this Goſpel is found to be 
c of Greet Original, we ſhould no longer be- 
| cc lieye it St. Matthew's Compoſure Who if 
“ inſpired, would have been taught better than 
« to write in Greek to illiterate Hebrews, and 
« who, if not inſpired, could not compole it 
„ in that learned Language. To gur Au- 
thor's pompous Account of Er aſi mus and his De- 
monſtratiun. I oppoſe the Sentiments of Fa- 
ther Simon, Crit. Hiſt of N. Teſt. c. 5. © Eraſe 
„mus, ſays he, who had no Knowledge of 
the Hebrew Tongue, hath been one of the 
„ firſt that hath thereupon vi. concerning 
„ the Language, in which St. Matthew com- 
« poſed his Goſpel oppoſed the common Sen- 
« timents of all Antiquity. But the Reaſons, 
« that he produceth, are ſo weak, that he ſome- 
« times makes himſelf even ridiculaue, when 
« he would talk lite 4 Critich concerning a 
„Matter, of which he was altogether igno- 
« rant.” Who, after this, can queſtion our 
Author's Judgment about excellent Cretichs 
and Demanſtrations, or call in Doubt the Right 
He had to abuſe the good Fathers upon the 
Strength of this votable nay oe - eſpecially 
conſidering that arch emonſtration gave 
oy 8 | _s 


[192] 
no more Satisfaction to Grotius, Dr. Cave, Hue. 
tius, Dr. Grabe and Dr. Mill, than they did to 1 
Pere Simon. VN 
The Vindicator had ed -Þ. 51, 82. 3 
That ſince the Original of St. Matthew, if 
« Hebrew, was always pure, it matters not; by 
“ -whom the Greek Verſion was made, nor how 
'« 2 by whom it was authenticated, ” mean- 
that it matters not, tho' we know little 
| ol cheſe Particulars. Upon which the Defen- 
der. cries out. Was there ever any Thing heard 
like this? After which he permits the Vin- 
| dicator to proceed, and ſays, The Church of 
« Chriſt, whoſe Concern it was to ſee that 
« Work faithfully done, appears to have been 
4 thorougly fatisfied, and neither Heretichs 
« nor Gentile Unbelievers have objected againſt 
„ the Fidelity of the Tranſlation or its Juſt 
„ and nba wa; Reception. ” To which, in- 
ſtead of ſober and pertinent Anſwers, he replies, 
in the following ridiculous Queſtions: Where 
« did this Church of Chriſt that concerned 
« itſelf ſo early with the Tranſlation of Mat- 
« thew's Hebrew exiſt? And how comes it 
„to paſs, that we have no Tradition from 
« her, touching the Tranſlator or that the 
0 Tranſlation was ever examined by the Ori- 
„ ginal. I call theſe ridiculous Queſtions. 
Becauſe in the Caſe of all antient Writings, 
their genuine Tranſmiſſion is ſtill preſumed, up- 
on this Principle, that the Men who lived in 
thoſe Ages, had Reaſon to be ſatisfied, that 
the firſt Tranieribers wrote faithfully after the 
reſbective Authors Copies and in any. other 


Caſe 


Caſe but that of Religion, ſhould any one call 
for Tradition, that antient Tranſcripts or Tran 
/lations had been examined by their Originals, 
he would be thought the moſt' ridiculous . of 
Mer TOES, op 

In order to ſhew, that the preſent Greet 


- 


of St. Matthew, if a Verſion, was a faithfyl 
one, the Vindicator, p. $2. argues, © That it is 


© the fame with that which was 'Teceiyed in 
4 the Days of the Apoſtles themſelves and for 


« the Truth of this, appeals to the Writings 
« of Clemens Romanus and Barnabas, in which 


we have plain Quotations, which, though 


not exact and literal, .. yet often agree with 
« the preſent Greek in peculiar Turns of Ex- 
« poſition : So that before the Deſtruction of 

« Feruſalem, St. Matthew's ' preſent Goſpel, 
« be it Original or be it Verſion, appears to 
„have been received both in the Eaſtern and 
« Weſter Churches. To which, the De- 


fender, p. 66. inſtead of diſproving the Fact, 
objects Impoſlibility ;. © and that this carly 


« Reception is only preſumed and makes the 


_« Vinaicator's Argument amount to no more 
« than this, that Unbelie vers ought to admit 
the Faithfulne(s of St. Matthew's Greek, 


« though they know nothing at all in Relation 
« to it, and take his Word for its Antiquity.” 
And thus it is this perverſe Man conceals the 
Force of his Adverſary's Argument and his 


own Convictions. But he proceeds, Whereas 
* Antiquity cannot alter the Nature of Things: 
it can never make that true, which Was 


once falſe,” But has the Defender provel 
| that 


F 134] 


that the preſent Greek of St. Matthew Was 


ti once falſe? How impertinent then is it to quar- 

t tel with Antiquity as good for nothing, be- 
WM —& cauſe it js not good for every thing? Eſpeci- 

. ally when, as in the preſent Caſe, the Anti- 


quity of the thing in Diſpute goes a great Way 
towards proving the Truth of it. For if St. 
Matthews Greek be as antient as the Apoſtol;- 
cal Times, it is next to impoſſible, that it 
mould either be a ſpurious Goſpel or an un- 
Faithful Verſion of a genuine One. But he 
1 goes on with his Invective. There is nothing 
n more deceitful than the Plea of Antiquity 
e or old Tradition for the Proof of either 
s Doedtrines or Facts. As to Doctrines, they 


r 


. arc out of the preſent Queſtion: but with 
= ielpeas to Facts, the Plea of Antiquity is 


ver deceitful, except when it is falſe in it 
telf or zmpertinently applied. And if ours be 
I the Defender had ipent his Time to better 
| © . Purpoſe, in ſpeaking directly to that Point, 
+ than in prevous and fruitleſs Declamations | 


- 
* 7 
— 


againſt Pleas from Tradition in general. Be- 
ſides, the Defender's Reaſonings prove too much. 


I For it is a Principle not only of Chriſtians, 
If] but of all Mankind, to admit of early Tradi- 
I; tion as ſufficient Evidence or the Genumeneſs: 
135 of anticnt Books. On this and on no other 


1 Foundation ſtands the Certainty of all the 
EF: Greek and Raman Authors. So that if the 
1 Plea of old Tradition for Facts of this Nature, 
de ſo very deceitful, as our Author would make 
us believe it is, Religion will not ſuffer alone 
i thereby, but all antient Learning alſo, and the 
1 J __ > 


TT oY 
| adinited Writings of profane Antiquity muſt. 
be diſcarded as well as the four Goſpels. He 
pretends indeed to prove, that the Vindicator's 
Tradition has been interrupted. both by Hea- 
thens and Hereticks, and begins with what he 
calls the boaſted Conreffons bf Porphyty did. 
Cellus. For the better underſtanding of which, 
the Reader is to know, that my Lord of ; & RE 
don, in his third Paſtoral Letter, P. 15. affitms, 
« That Julian himſelf, the bittereſt Enemy 
ct that Chriſtianity ever had, does not deny 
« that there was ſuch a Perſon (as Chriſt) or 
« affirm that there was no Foundation for the” 
Truth of the Goſpel Hiſtory; on the con- 
« trary, he owns the Goſpels to have been 
« .writteti by the Perſons whoſe Names they 
bear, &c. ” Here every one obſerves, that the 
Fe ſpeaks only with Relation to ſome Jeads. 
ing Facts, the Denial of which, would. be the 
ſame as to deny, that the Goſpel Hiſtory Had 
any Manner of Foundation. For ſuch were 
the Exiſtence of Jeſus, and the Geninataſs of 
the Churches Goſpels. For Proof then, that. 
Julian denied neither of theſe Facts, his Lord. 
/hip appeals to that Emperor's own Words, in 
Cyril fixth and tenth Book againſt Julian. 
In the fixth Book, the Apoſtate has theſe 
Words, „ Jeſus who made Converts of the 
„ meaneſt 
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4 meaneſt of your People, ſomewhat more than 


« three hundred Years ago, is ſaid to have per- 
« formed no Action worthy of Attention, all 


„ the Time he lived, unleſs any ene thinks, 


« that curing the maimed and the blind, and 


4 oxorciſing thoſe that were poſſeſſed in the 
Villages of. Bethſaida and Bethany, were 
4 mighty Performances. In the tenth Book, 


he writes thus. „Paul durſt not call Jeſus 
« God, nor Matthew, not Luke, nor Mark, 
«but good JFohr——was the firſt, that ven- 


this Apoſtate Emperor, not only did not deny, 
but even admitted, that there was ſemne Foun- 


dation for the Truth of the Goſpel Hiſtory, 
and conſequently the Bz/bop's Aſſertion is fully. 
made good. Now for our Author. 

« Notwithſtanding ſays he, p. 61. the Bi- 
« ſhop's and our Author's boaſted Confeſſions of 


« Porphyry and roles whoſe Writings are all 


« deſtroyed, and of the Emperor Julian, ſome 
« of whoſe Works ſtill remain, tis too plain, 
«. they never admitted the Facts in any of our. 
« "Goſpels, farther. than to make them the 


| 4 Subject of their Ridicule, and the Effect of 
4 A. blind Superſtition. But this is beſide 
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that he mentioned the four 


_ Say © 
the Queſtion, which is, not whether Celſus 
and Julian admitted the Facts in any of our 
Goſpels with Reverence, and as the Effects of 
a Divine Power, but whether they admitted 
them to be real Facts at all, however contemp- 
tible in themſelves and their Cauſes. To have 


| ſpoke therefore to the Purpoſe, he ſhould have 
proved, that Celſus never admitted our Lord's 
Miracles to have been really performed, but 


was filly enough to aſcribe fabulous Effects to 
what he preſumed was a real Cauſe, viz. to 
Art Magick. He muſt prove, that Julian 
thought it worth his while to diſparage magi- 
nary Cures of the Lame and the Blind, as no 


mighty Performances, and that he did not al- 
low the Exiſtence of Jeſus, tho he ſpake of 
him under that Name, as a real Perſon, and 
aligns the Time of his Appearance agreeably 


to what is {aid in the Goſpel . is Laſtly, 

vangeliſis by 
Name, as Authors of Scripture Books, but by 
no Means admitted their Goſpels to be genuine. 


But he thinks all this is virtually denied in a 
Paſſage of Julian, which he gives us in a 
Note at the Bottom of p. 61. and which is as 


follows, © I judge it worth my while to de- 


« clare to all Mortals, the Cauſes which in- 


« duce me to believe that the Sed of the Ga- 
« liteans is a human Contrivance, maliciouſly 
« contrived, having nothing in it Divine, but 


* 


_ « addicted to Fables and impoſing on the fool- 


« iſh and childiſh Part of the Mind, has had 


“ recourſe to prodigious Stories for a Proof of 


1 


5 . 


„ its Truth: what could the Emperor, adds 
« he, ſay more, and yet the Biſhop ventures 
« to aſſure his whole Dioceſe in Print, that 
% FJulian never affirmed there was no Founda- 
« tion for the Truth of the Goſpel Hiſtory. ” 
To which I anſwer, that the Emperor muſt 
ſay more than this, or elſe he will not contra- 
dict what the Biſhop of London told his Dio- 
ceſe. For a Hiſtory without Foundation, mult 
have no one true Particular of Time, or Per- 
ſon, or Action in it: whereas Julian elſewhere 
allows ſomething real as to each of theſe, and 
does not expreſly deny it here: For tho he 
calls the ect of the Galileans, a human Con- 
trivance, he does not in ſo doing deny that 
the pretended Founder of that Sect was a real 
| Perſon: and tho he affirms, there was nothing 
Divine in that Sect, it does not follow, that 
he means the Head of it performed none of the 
Actions related of him in the Goſpels, only, 
that thoſe Actions were all within the Compaſs 
of Art or human Contrivance. Upon the 
Whole, the Biſhop had good Grounds for aſſu- 
ring his Dioceſe, that Julian never affirmed 
there was no Foundation My the Truth of the 
Goſpel Hiſtory, and the Defender, by intima- 
ting the contrary, lias moſt unworthily tradu- 
ced that learned and judicious Prelate. 
We find then no Interruption, but rather a 
Confirmation, given by Heathens, to our Tra- 
dition for the Genuineneſs of St. Matthew's. 
Goſpel in Greek - Jet us next examine the Evi- 
dence our Author produces for ſuch Interrup- 
tion from Hereticks, © If the Hebrew Chri- 
— FO bh 4 ſtians, 


_ F139 Þ EY 
« ftjans, ſays he, p. 67. were ſuch, they muſt 
« needs have rejected the Gentile Golpel of 
« Matthew as tpurious, becauſe it varied infi- 
« nitely from their own. ” But here he takes 


that for granted, which I have ſhewn to be | 


_ utterly improbable, or rather falſe, viz. That 
the Nazarenes and Ebionites took their own 
Hebrew Gofpel to be the Work of St. Mat- 
thew. We have feen, that they called it by a 
different Name, the Goſpel according to the 
Hebrews, and of the twelve Apoſtles, who, 
accordingly, are introduced therein, ſpeaking 
of themſelves in the firſt Perſon, as other Au- 
thors frequently do. Theſe Heretichs there- 
fore, not pretending to a purer Golpel of Mat- 


thew, than that in the Hands of the Gentiles, _ 


could have no Reaſon for rejecting the latter, 
as ſpurious. And fo far in Fact were the EC- 
onites from doing this, that, according to Je- 
 nenls, to ſerve their own Turns, they ſome- 
times made uſe of it. But if theſe did not re- 
ject St. Matthew's Greek Golpel, other Par- 
ties of Gentile Chriftians (according to our, 
Author certainly did, the Manichees in Par- 
ticular, as we all know, ſays he, p. 61, 62. 
But tho the antient Heretichs rejected the Au- 
thority of St. Matthew's Goſpel, they did not 
deny it was his: only they thought them- 

ſelves wiſer and better informed than he ot. 
his Brother Apoſtles, and therefore refuled. 


Submiſſion to their Writings. Their Rejectiol 


therefore of Matthew's Goſpel, ON theſe Prin- 1 

ciples, does not interrupt the Tradition We are 
inquiring after. The Manichees indeed, are 
. N „ 
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more to our Author's Fannie becauſe they 
pretend that the Goſpels, and particularly St. 
Matthew's, do not belong to their reputed 
Authors. But then the Interruption given by 
theſe Hereticks, to the Tradition for the Ge- 
nuineneſs of our Goſpel, is, not only ſingle, but 
inſignificant in itſelf, and that on many Ac- 
counts. For firſt, they come too late to affect 
the Genuineneſs of Books, that had been re- 
ceived, for two hundred Years, by thoſe who 
had better Opportunities of knowing the rue 
and original State of thoſe Books. 2dly, Be- 
cauſe they rejected all traditionary Evidence, 
and made it a Rule to try the Genuineneſs of 
Scripture Books, only by their Conformity to 
thoſe Ideas of Chriſtianity, which they had 
formed to themſelves, and which indeed were 
the moſt monſtrous Ones imaginable. Our Au- 
thor, in a Note, p. 62. recommends the Manz- 
_ chees, for a great Body of Chriſtians, who ſa- 
crificed all to their Reaſon, and nothing to 
Authority an endearing Circumſtance to the 
Defender and his Friends, who act upon the 
fame Principle. But whether this nec Alli- 
ance be at all honourable to our modern Free- 
Thinkers, let the World judge by the Tenets, 
which that fundamental Principle produced. 
Among other Extravagancies then, the Manz- 
chees held, That the Sun and Moon were to be 
worſhipped, and that God: and Matter were 
two Coeternal Principles, the former of which, 
is not more contradictory to true Religion, than 
the latter is to Reaſon and ſound Phihoſopby. 
Can it be wondered at then, that ſuch Men 4 | 
72 5 R 2 "hoſe 


ro 


LE. 


theſe ſhould, at all Adventures, reject both 
the Genuineneſs and Authority of the Churches 
| Goſpels. And can any Thing more ftrongly 


x 


mg us, that her Canon in thoſe Days was 


vilt upon unexceptionable Tradition, than to 
obſerve, that theſe Men, to whom the recei- + 


= ved Scriptures were ſo troubleſome and oppoſite, 


ſhould deſpair of eaſing themſelves by the only 
proper Method of appealing to Tradition, and 


de forced upon the Abſurdity, of ſetting up 
Reaſon, as the ſole Judge of Hiſtorical Facts. 


And now at length, P. 62. the Defender 
vouchſafes ſome Reply to what the Vindicator 


had aſſerted, concerning the Reception of St. 


Matthew's Greek Goſpel in the firff Century. 
« Had not the Vindicator, lays he, and his 
« Friends, preſum'd very much upon the Ig- 
« norance of their Readers, they would never 


4 have dared to affirm, that the Greek Goſpel 
« of Matthew, was received both in the Zaſt- 


« ern and Weſtern Churches, before the De- 
« ſtruction of Feruſalem, i. e. near 60 Year 
« before any of the Goſpels came to Light, ac- 
« cording to the Learned Dodwel, or were 
collected ſo, as to be diſtinguiſhed from ſpu- 
« rious Pieces, according to Dr. Mill. But 
how unlike himſelf, and how unworthy of his 
Principles, is our Author's Behaviour on this 
Occaſion? The Viudicator urges Facts for the 


Antiquity of the preſent Greet Goſpel of St. 


Matthew, and the Defender is not aſhamed to 


return mere Authorities. But it appears by 


this, as well as other Inſtances, that Unbelie- 
vers, when it ſerves a Purpoſe, can deſert the 
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Reaſon and Nature of Things, and take Shelter 
under the moſt arbitrary Deciſions. Beſides, 
even his Authorities are not fairly repreſented, 
particulary Dr. Mill. For he makes the Evan- 


1 gelical Canon to _— been compiled, Anno 
Chriſti 99 or 100, * 1. e. about zo Years after 


St. / 5 8 Goſpel had been cited by Cle- 
mens of Nome whereas the Defender makes 


the Diſtance between theſe Events, according. 


to Dr. Mill, to have been near ſixty Years. 
2dly, Dr. Mill does not ſuppoſe, as our Au- 
thor makes him, that before this Collection, 

the Goſpels were not at all diſtinguithed from 
ſpurious Pieces. He owns, that before this 
Ara, the Goſpel had a pri — Canon gation 


among thoſe to whom they were known, and 


particularly, he allows b Clemens Roma- 


nus, in his Epiſtle to the Corinthians, written 


Anno 69. cited Mat. 25. 41. This learned 
Perſon therefore, is, with the Vindicator, in 
Opinion, that the Greek Goſpel of St. Mat- 
thetz was received in the Weſt; before the De- 


ſtruction of Jeruſalem. But — it was 


the Defender own Ignorance, or his preſu- 
ming very much on the Ignorance of his Rea- 
ders, that cauſed him to make Dr. Mill thus 
turn Evidence againſt himſelf, L leave to the 
Judgment of Others. 
Further to refute the pretended Antiquity of 


St, Matthew's Greek Goſpel, our Author gives 


us oy eee of all the Four, P. 62, 63. 
SELL and 


7 See Mills Prolegomena to ex T. No. 193. 12 
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and after having ſpoken of St. Zehn's Goſpel, 
according to the common Account, he argues 
about the Date of St. Luke's, as follows. 
« ”Tis evident, ſays he, Lnke's Goſpel was not 
« wrote till after the Commencement of the 
« ſecond Age, famous for Forgeries, when thoſe 
many Apocryphal Goſpels went abroad, to 


Lan 
** 


„ which he refers, and to refute, which, Was 


“ the principal Occaſion of his Writing, as 6 
« manifeſt from the Proeme of his Goſpel, and: 
« the Conſent of all Antiquity. ” Now cer- 
tain it is, that this new Date of St. Lukes. 
Goſpel, cannot be more evident, than the Prin- 


ciple upon which it ſubſiſts, v/z. that till the 
Commencement of the ſecond Century, there 


were no Apocryphal Golpels, for that Evange- 


5 to refer to, as he does in the Proeme of his 


oſpel. But all his Authority for this, is what 
we find him ſaying in a Note, p. 62. That 
« as we have no certain Teſtimony, that any 
« one Apocryphal Goſpel was extant in tlie 
« firſt Age, Luke's Goſpel muſt needs have 


been compoled ſome Time in the ſecond. ” 


As if ſeveral Apocryphal Goſpels might not 
have been extant in the firſt Age, and yet we 
have no certain Teſtimony of it. So that here 

we Have a pretended evident Point of Chrono- 


logy fixed by the Help of an evident and 


precarious Principle. On the contrary, if Tra- 


dition may be heard in this, as it is in all other 


Hiſtorical Controverſies, it is evident, that St. 
Luke wrote his Goſpel in the fiſt Age. For 
tho Antiquity does not ſupply us with the 
preciſe Year, in which this Goſpel was written, 

| | | >” WE 


LEE 
we have yet abundant Evidence from thence, 
that neceſſarily carries it higher than the ſe- 
cond Age. Of this Kind, firſt, Is the Report 
made by Euſebius (H. E. I. 3. c. 24.) fo oft 


mentioned in this Diſpute, that John the Apo- 
ſtle ſaw and approved of St. Luke's Goſpel, 
before he wrote his own, which was within 
the Limits of the firſt Century. 2dly, The 


Opinion of all Antiquity, that the Author of 


this Goſpel-was the Companion of St. Paul- 
of many, who affirm that Luke compoſed his 
Goſpel from the Preaching of Paul, particu- 


larly of * ITreneus and + Tertullian; of others 


ſpoken of by || Euſebius and ** Ferom, who 
thought that when ++ St. Paul mentions his 


own Goſpel, he means the Goſpel of St. Luke ;, 
of thoſe Fathers, who believed that St. Paul, 


2 Cor. 8. 18. by the Brother whoſe Praiſe is 


in the Goſpel among all the Churches, meant 
an Elogzum upon St. Zuke, for the Goſpel 
written by him. Of which Number was O- 
rigen. For all theſe Traditions are directly op- 
poſite to the Defenders Notion, that St. Duke's 


Goſpel was written in the ſecond Age: and ſo 


indeed, in general, is the Practice of all Anti- 
quity, which has received the Goſpel of St. 


Luke as a genuine Piece, which it never poſſi- 


bly could be, upon the Defenders Suppoſition. 


Laſtly, 


* Iren. ap Euſeb. H. E. I. 5. c. 8. 
+ Tert. contr. Marcion. I. 4. c. 5. 
i" Euſeb. HE. I. 3. Cc. 4. : 
* Hieron. Catal. Script. Eccleſ. in Luca. 
13; Kon. -r . . 
lil} Origen. ap Euſeb. 1. 6. c. 25. 


e I 
Laſtly, The Acts of the Apoſtles, unqueſtiona- 
bly written after St. Luke's Goſpel, and by the 
ſame Hand, is cited by Clemens Romanus in 
the firſt * Age, and therefore that Goſpel 
could not be written ſo late, as in the Second. 
To all which I will only add, that our Author 
muſt hence forward be aware how he ſinks the. 
Antiquity of St. Luke's Goſpel: for fince the 
Goſpel according to the Hebrews, was, in ma- 
ny Inſtances, made up from St. Zuke, it muſt 
be ſtill later than his, and conſequently muſt 
never, .at this rate, hope to paſs for the a#- 

thentick Hebrew of Matthew. Fe 
Our Author proceeds next to Matthew's and 
Mark's Goſpel, which, he fays, are viſibly 
(with very little Difference) the ſame. A no- 
table Notion this of vi/i/b/e Identity ! But hear 
him proceed, « This (i. e. this fame Goſpel 
under two Names) its Impugners generally 
« conceive to be one of thoſe Greek Goſpels 
« too, which aroſe in the ſaid ſecond Age, for 
„ the Reaſon that it is found to be of Greek 
„ Original, and conſequently a different Goſpel 
„ from that formerly in Poſſeſſion of the Jewiſh 
« Chriſtians, wrote in Hebrew, and which, if 
the Apoſtle wrote at all, muſt be his Goſpel, 
« either entire, or corrupt. Anſwer, This 
Argument is nothing but a continued Petitio 
Principii. Firſt he takes it for granted, that 
St. Mark's Goſpel is nothing elſe but St. Mat- 
thew's in Epitome. And tho the Vindicater, 
. p- 94+ 


* See this proved in Mr. Jones's N. Meth. of Settl. Can. of 
Ser. Vol, 3. c. 27. = ” | 
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p. 94. 95. had particulary refuted that Pre- 


tence, our Author ſerves himſelf with it again, 


not taking the leaſt Notice, that it had ever 
been „ or ſo much as excepted againſt. 
, £ 

| Point, tho he knows it is denied by ſome of 


e builds upon it, as an indiſputable 


the greateſt Men, both of the laſt, and preſent 
Age, that St. Matthew's Goſpel is of Greek 


Original. His Chronology therefore of St. 
- Matthew's, and St Mark's Goſpels, reſting on 
Principles either falſe or precarious, falls to 


the Ground, And particularly with Relation 
to the former of theſe Poſtulata, the Vindica- 
tor inſiſts again upon it, that St. Mark's Goſ- 
pel is an Original one, diſtin from St. Mat- 


_ thew's. Further, that St. Mark's Goſpel was 


in Being in the firſt Century, he proves from 


the Teſtimony of Papras, preſerved by Euſe- 
ius (H. E. I. 3. c. 39.) who {Papras ) lived 


in that very Time, when our Author would 
perſuade us, that St. Matthew's Goſpel, and 
its Epitome, under the Name of St. Mark, firſt 
aroſe, 7. e. early in the 2d Century, An. 110. 


But he ſpeaks of theſe, as two diſtin, and 


every way independent Goſpels, affirming that 
Mark compoſed his (not from St. Matthew's, 
but) from the Preaching of Peter, whoſe In- 
terpreter he was. To this Purpoſe alſo ſpeaks 


| Treneus, * before the End of the ſame Centu- 
ry, adding preciſe Characters of the Time 


when both theſe Evangeliſts wrote, which, 
according to him, was before the Deſtruction 
| ; or 


. . 1. 


BS... 
of Jeruſalem. In a Word, for the Defenders 
Chronology, we have only his and his Friends 
Conceptious, founded on Reaſons and Suppoſi- 
tions, falſe, or at beſt diſputable, whilſt for 
the Diſtinctneſs and proper Antiquity of Mat- 
 thew's and Mark's Goſpels, we have one Evi- 
_ dence who lived in the Defenders own Period 
of Time, and another, who flouriſhed but one 
Generation later. | 
To the Vindicator's Proof that the Greek Co- 
pics of St. Matthew's Goſpel were ſpread in the ex- 
treme Parts of the Roman Empire, in the very firſt 
Age, from the Citations out of this Goſpel found in 
the Epiſtles of Clemens Romanus and Barnabas, 
our Author replies, p. 64. firſt, That we know 
nothing certain of thoſe Apocryphal and Suppo- 
ſctious Pieces, in what Age, or by whom they 
were uſhered into the World. Anſwer, If this 
be the Caſe, how will he excuſe himſelf for in- 
ſerting a Note in the Margin of the Page but 
next before this, from Anonymous with N. B. 
prefixed to it, in which are theſe Words, If 
« any of the Books of the New Teſtament 
had been wrote before the Deſtruction of Je- 
« ruſalem, Barnabas, Hermas and others, who 
« are ſuppoſed to have wrote a little after, 
« would in all Probability have cited ſome of 
( them, which it is certain they do not. But 
is not this avowed and moſt ſhameful Partia- 
lity in our Author, to admit theſe Writers, as 
 Evidences, whilft it is preſumed they are for 
him, and preſently after to diſcard them, be- 
_ cauſe their Depoſitions are found to make againſt 
him? Beſides, the Defender had no Reaſon for 
i 3 ſaying, 


A 


[ag ]- 


ſaying, that we know nothing certain when, 
or by whom the Epiſtles of Clemens and Bar- 
nabas were uſhered into the World. For the 

former Epiſtle of Clemens, concerning which 
the Viudicator ſpake, was always received by 
the Antients as his, and has no Marks of Spu- 
riouſueſs about it. The Time alſo of its Publi- 
cation appears from the Epiſtle itſelf, to have 
been before the Deſtruction of Feruſalem. For 
in the forty-firſt Chapter, the Author ſpeaks 
of the Temple-Service, not only as ſtill conti- 
nuing, but alſo as quietly. and orderly admini- 
ſtred. * As to the Epiſtle of Barnabas, if it 
be genuine, as moſt of the Antients, and very 
many learned Moderns think, it muſt neceſſarily 
belong to the fir/t Century, and admitting it to 
be ſuppoſitious, it fill has Preſcription for the 
ſame Antiquity, and cannot be brought down 
to the ſecond Age, till Proof be made, that it 
ſpeaks of Facts, Perſons, Opinions or Cuſtoms, 
that were unknown to the Firſt. Thoſe Epi- 
ſtles therefore have all the Antiquity, that is 
neceſſary to make good the Vindzicator's Argu- 
ment from the Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew's 
being cited in them. 2dly, Our Author objects 
in the Words of Dr. Mill and Mr. Dodwel, 
that Clemens and Barnabas do not call Mat- 
thew by his Name. But this is beſides the 
Vindicator's Point, in the preſent Argument, 
which is not ſo much . whether St. Matthew 
paſſed in the firſt Age, as the current A 


see Archbiſhop of Canterbury's Prelim. Diſcourſe to the 
Apoſtol. Fathers, c. 2. ſect. 15. hank 
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of the Greek Goſpel now aſcribed to him, as 
whether that Greek Goſpel was 'then in Being 
and known in the World. 3dly, They tell us, 


he ſays, That if Clemens and Barnabas do 


« ſometimes cite Paſſages like thoſe we read in 
c our Goſpels, yet they are ſo much changed, 
C and for the moſt interpolated, that it cannot 

„be known whether they produced them out 
C of ours, or ſome Apocryphal Goſpels. ” The 
Defender himſelf ſhall. anſwer this Objection 


from his third Note at the Bottom of p. 62. 


where he aſſures us, We have no certain Teſti- 
mony, that any one Apocryphal Goſpel was ex- 
tant in the firſt Age. So that whenever the 
Apoſtolical Fathers, in that Century, cite Goſ- 
pels, they muſt, according to our Author, cite 
Canonical Ones. Beſides, thoſe Learned Gen- 
tlemen were certainly miſtaken in their Ac- 
count of thoſe Citations, and have been judici- 
ouſly refuted by Mr. Jones in the Appendix to 
his firſt Vol. and the ſecond Chap. of his third 
Vol. of New and Full Method, Sc. Athly, 
Mr. Dodwel is made to ſay, That Clemens Ro- 
manus and Barnabas ſometimes cite Paſſages, 
which, tis certain, are not in the preſent Goſ- 
pels. But this alſo is largely proved to be a 
Miſtake in the Appendix above-mentioned, and 
beſides, is not to the Purpoſe. For the Queſti- 
on here, is, Whether thoſe Fathers do ever cite 
from St. Matthew at all, not whether they 
cite from him and his Brother Evangeliſts andy. 
Upon the Whole, none of theſe Exceptions 
hurt the Epiſtles, from whence the Vindicator 
proves, that St. Matthew's Greek was extant 
. in 


— 
in the firſt Century. And therefore, when the 
Defender concludes them with ſaying, « Theſe 

* Epiſtles, we ſee, like all the reft of our Au- 
« thor's Evidence, after a little Examination, 


e comes to nothing, he hath the Misfortune 


to write neither Truth nor Engliſh. 

The Inquirer, p. 22. had tet down a Note 
From an anonymous Author, which ſays, © Luke 
& himſelf tells us, that what he wrote, he re- 
<« ceived from thoſe, who from the Beginning, 
« were Eye-witneſſes of the Mord, which 
cannot be true of Paul. To this the Vindi- 
cCator replied, p. 19. That Anonymous was 
« certainly mittaken. For Luke docs not ſay 
« that he compiled his Goſpel from the Infor- 
4 mation of thoſe who had been Eye-witneſſes 
« from the Beginning. It was of thoſe who 
had wrote before him, that he affirms this. 
As to his own Particular, he pretends to no 
d more than exact Information i in general, which 
« may relate to St. Paul, as well as to any o- 
ther. Now, the only fair and effectual Way 
of adjuſting this Point, is by an Appeal to St. 

Luke's own Words, which, without the Help 
of Commentators, clearly ſpeak their own mean- 
ing. St. Lule then, having firft related upon 
what Information many before him had attemp- 
ted the Goſpel Hiſtory, goes on, in the third 
: Verſe, to ſay, on what Foundation he himſelf 
had proceeded in the fame Deſign. It ſeemed 
good alſo to me, lays he, having had — : 

Uuderſtanding of all 7. on; ; fron the very 
firſt, to write unto thee, It is obvious 
here to obſerye, that tho & "Lacks aſſerts the 
Fulneſs 
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Fullneſs of his Information, yet he neither 


names nor deſcribes the Perſon or Perſons, from 
whom he had it. So that the Fathers, who 
report that St. Paul was the Man, lay nothing 


that is repugnant. to the Words of the Evan- 


geliſt. The Defender perceived all this: not 


daring therefore to try his Cauſe by the Words 
themſelves, he ſhuffles it off upon Commenta- 
tors, with whom the Vindicator has no Con- 


cern. He next tries to make the World be- 
lieve, that the V indicator made St. Luke to 

ſay, that he compiled his Goſpel from the In- 
formation of thoſe who wrote before him, and 
_ who had their Information from Eye-witneſſes. 


But this is a moſt wilful Abute of the Vindi- 
cator's Words, who when he comes to deſcribe 


St. Luke's Method of proceeding, fays, very 


differently, that he pretended to uo more than 
exact Information in general. But this af 


Sentence the Defender dropt, in his State ef 


the Queſtion, that he might the better give a 
falſe and ridiculous Turn to his Adverſary's 
Meaning. Net content with this, he changes 
the Terms of the Queſtion, - and whereas it 


plainly is, Whether St. Zake's Words in the 


Proeme to his Goſpel, be conſiſtent with the 
Tradition of the Fathers, that he wrote his 


Goſpel from St. Paul's Preaching, he repreſents 
ir to be this, Whether St. Luke, in the ſame 
Proeme, can be made to mean that he had his 


Information from Paul, a Point that neither 
the Fathers, nor the Vndicator, ever main- 
tained, And becauſe ſuch a Senſe cannot be 


mace out of that Proeme, he concludes the 


Paragraph, 


l 


* 
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Paragraph, with cenſuring the above-mentioned 
Tradition of the Fathers, as a falſe and moſt 
zmpertinent Report. And yet this is the Man, 
who takes it heinouſly of the Vindicator, that 
he deſpiſes him and his Friends: As if Con- 
tempt was not the Treatment, that is ſtrictly 
due to ſuch Men, as ſet up for correcting their 
Biſhop in the Diſcharge of Paſtoral Inſtruction, 
without having either the Honeſtly to enter 


fairly into plain Inquiries, or Learning enough 


to carry them thro critical Ones. 


D 


The Vindicator, p. 61. had blamed the In- 
quzrer for ſaying, © That all know St. John's 
“ Goſpel was, very near his own Time, aſcri- 
“ bed to another Perſon.” He (the Vindica- 
tor) confeſſes, © That the Alogi of Epiphani- 
c us (Hzr. zo.) were abſurd enough to aſcribe 
« St. John's Goſpel to Cermthus, tho plainly 
and principally levell'd at Cer:znthianiſm - 
„ but denies, That any Man at all converſant 
« in Antiquity, will pretend to ſay, theſe Alo- 
« gz lived very near St. John's Time. To 
which the Defender, p. 65. replies thus, As 
« confident as the Vindicator is on theſe Heads, 
I doubt not but to ſatisfy the reaſonable 
« World, firſt, That the Alogi were no other 
« than the firſt Chriſtian Converts; and 2dly, 
« That they were not abſurd in attributing St. 
« John's Goſpel to Ceriuthus. Who are our 
Author's reaſonable World I know not: but if 
he makes out either of theſe Points, to the Sa- 
tisfaction of any ſenſible and unprejudiced Man, 
the Vindicator will engage to retract all he has 
{aid of both. And now let us hear him. 5 
| | e Firſt, 8 
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= « Firft, fays he, p. 66. that the Alogi were 
4 the firſt Gentile Converts, is in a Manner 
« proved by their Appellation: they were call- 
4 ed Alogi, for thit they from the Beginning 
4 denied the Platonick Logos, of which the 
Proeme to this Goſpel Peaks and believed 
concerning Jeſus, the very ſame with the 
* Nazarenes, and as all the firff Chriſtians 
did. Anſwer, The Appellation Alagi can 
let us no further into the Notions and Original 
of the Hereticks ſo called, than was intended 
and believed by him, who firſt gave them that 
Appellation, which was Epiphanius, in the 
Decline of the fourth Century. For he ex- 
preſly tells us that the Name of their Hereſy 
before his Time was, * The Hereſy that rejecis 
the Books 15 John, Since then, adds he, they 
< do not receive the Lagos, which was preach- 
c ed by Fohn, the . mal be called Alagi, i. e. 
0 An N the Logos. The eneral 
therefore and primary Character of theſe Mens 
Hereſy was, Be Rejection of St. John's Wri- 
tings: and their not receiving the Logos, from 
„ they had their new Name, Was con- 
ſequential | Lay:  Epiphanius ſeems to have 
thought; that” none but St. 1. . 
Chriſt's Divine Nathre under the Term Logos, 
and that therefore, whoever. rej jected his 8 
tings, "eſpecially his Goſpel, KY not. admit 
that Term, hich St. John only was ſuppos d 
to have uſed,” But does not certainly; Pit | 


* ; That — 
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that theſe Heretic ks. denied the Notion impli- 
ed in the Word Logos, much leſs that they de- 
nied it as Platontſm. So that Epiphauius did 
not name them Alogi, on cither of theſe Ac- 
counts. And accordingly, we. do not find a- 
mong theſe Mens Reaſons for rejecting the Goſ- 
pel of St. John, and aſeribing it to Cerinthus, 
any Pretence, that this Goſpel contained falſe 
Doctrine, or that it borrowed any Sentiments 
from the Schoo} of Plato, but only, that it 
had many Particulars more than the other 
Evangeliſts. And as Epiphanius did not give 
the Alogi this Name, from their being Ant i- 
Platoniſts, ſo tis ſtill more evident, that 
he did not chus name them, becauſe they. 
were ſuch from the Beginning. For he ex- 
preſly tells us (Hzr. 51. in init.) that this Here- 
Y firſt aroſe, not only after Montanus' s, but af- 
ter two other later Hereſies, vg. that of the 
Quintillianiſts, and the 7. eſareſcedecatites, 
which, in other Words, was to ſay, that it a>. 
roſe towards the latter End of the ſecond Cen- 
try. And yet theſe are our Author's fir. 
Gentile Converts, who from the Beginning de- 
nied the Platonick Logos, and thence had the 
Appellation of Alagi. But thus it, will al- 
ways happen, when, conceited and ee 
Men make Hiſtories of ancient Fache entirel 7 
out of their own Heads. He proceeds, p. 6 
Epiphanius all along ſpeaks of theſe Alogs, 
„as the antient: Unitarians of the Gentiles. ”. 
So far is Epiphanius from this, that he does 
not tell us whether they were Gentiles at all. 
Nor i in his Refutation of their Hereſy, does he 
1 charge 
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charge the Alogi with any Thing more, than 
the general Fatt of rejecting St. John's Wri- 
tings: and laſtly, how antiehnt he makes them 
to be we have already ſeen. But he goes on, 
Indeed they were not ſo properly a Sect as 


A 


« the prevailing, or Orthodox, and only Party 

« of Gentile Chriſtians in the fir Age, who 

« with the Jewzſh, had no Notion of the Pre- 

« exiſtence of Feſus. Whether the Alogz 

were a Se& or no, what were their Tenets, and 

in what Age they aroſe, can only be learnt 

from antient Hiſtory. But Epiphanius, the 

firſt that mentions them, mentions them as 4 
ect, or Hereſy, and was ſo far from thinking 

them Chriſtians of the. firſt Age, that he de- 
clares them to be Hereticks, who were not 

heard of till the latter End of the Second. 
Notwithſtanding which, our Author appeals 
for this to Epiphanius, who, he ſays, © Treats 

« of them as prior in Time to Theodotus the 

famous Unitarian, who flouriſhed in the ſe- 

« cond Century, and who join'd himſelf to 

« them. ” But even all this, does not amount 

to a Proof, that the Alogi were Gentile Chri- 

ſtians of the firſt Age. Por Theodotus flouriſh- 
ed not till Auno 192, So that the Alogi might, 
in Time, be ſamewhat prior to him, and yet 1 
have been never heard of till the latter Part of 
the ſecond Age, before which, the Place aſſign- [ 

ed them by Epiphanius, as above, will not ad- 
mit them to have begun. If then ſitting down 
at this Diſtance of Time, and pronouncing up- 
on antient Facts, contrary to all Hiſtory, and 
imagining Things to be juſt as one would have 
„ them, 
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them, will [at:sfy the reaſonable. World, that 


the Alogi were ihe firſt Gentile Comverts, then, 
and not otherwiſe, has our Author * the 


promiſed Satisfaction upon that Head. Let us 
| ke next how well he clears them of Abſurdity, 
in attributing St. John's Goſpel to Ceriuthus, 
tho it was leyell'd at Cerinthianiſm. 

le ſays then, p. 66.“ That St. 7s 1 
was not levell'd againſt Ceriuthus, and that 
this is moſt evident. © Strange! That this 
Man ſhould know Cerinthus's Sentiments bet- 
ter than the Antients, from whom alone he 
could poſſibly learn them. For“ Irenzus, + E- 
piphanius and || Ferom, all agree, that St. John 
pointed his Goſpel, and particularly his Proeme, 
againſt Cerimthus. Epiphanius expreſly proves 
the Abſurdity of the Alogi, from this very Con- 
ſideration, How, ſays he, can this Goſpel be 
Cerinthus c, which ſpeaks againſt Cerinthus? 

Let us hear however, what he has to ſay. 
Tho Ceriuthus was a Nazarene and be- 
&« liev'd, as they did, that bo Us. was a mere 
"6 Man, born of 70 Foſeph and Mary, yet he 
cc taught withal, that there reſted on, or inha- 
4 bited in his Perſon (i. e. from his Baptiſm to 
4 his Crucifixion) the Logos or Divine Word, 
« Which he called the Chriſt, by which he 
<« plainly intended that Divine We or Po. 
« er, by which God created the World: So 
« that the Doctrine in St. John s Proeme, and 
that of this Heretick, e the Logos, 
1 4 were 
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« were the very ſame, conſequently the ſaid 
“ Proeme could not be leyelled againſt him. 


dled together. For iſ, Cerint bus was ke 


Nazarene, if the Def2nder's favourite Authos 
rities, Epiphanius and Jerom knew any Thing 
of the Matter. 2dly,, The Nagarenes did not 

believe that Jeſus was born of Foſeph and 


Mary, but that he was the Son of God, aud 


born of a Virgin.“ zaͤly, It is falſe, or at 
leaſt far from certain Truth, to ſay, that Ce- 
rinthus, by Chriſt, meant the Lagos or Divine 
Word, which he held deſcended upon Jeſus at 
his Baptiſm, and left him at his Crucifixion. 


We cannot find from the Hæreſſologiſts, that 
he ever called him the Lagos, but he ſeems ra- 


ther to have made him the fame as the Holy 
Ghoſt, deſcribing his Deſcent upon Jeſus in the 


ſame Manner, as the Evangeliſts do the Deſe 
cent of the Hely Ghoſt. | 4thly,, By Chriſt; Ge- 


rinthus did not mean that Divine Virtue 
or Power by which God made the World. 
For Cerinthus did not believe that the ſupreme 


God made the World at all, mediately or im- 


mediately, but that it was made & a Power 


utterly ſeparate and difiintt from him, and 
one that knew not this ſupreme Being. I And 


now Ceriuthus's Tenets are rightly. ftated, we 


ſhall ſoon ſee that the Proeme of St. Fohn's 


Goſpel ſtands in direct Oppoſition to them. 
For Cerinthuss Chrift did not make the 


World, 
- + Hieron, Auguſtino, Ep. $9. C. 4. credunt 5 i) | in 
Chriſtum filium Bei natu de Virgine Maria. 21 
T Iren. adu. Rzr. I, L. C. 29. „ 
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World, is not ſaid to be God nor Eternal: 
| Whereas St. John's Logos was God, the Maker 
2 the Univerſe, and in the Beginning with 
Cod. Again, the Maker of the World, in 
Gerinthas's Scheme, was Power ſeparate and 
dliſtinct from, as well as ignorant of God over 
all. whereas the Maker of the World, accord- 
ing to + St. John, was with God from the Be- 
gomning, was in the Boſom of the Father, and 
His only begotten Son. Once more, Cerinthus's 
Chriſt only deſcended upon Feſus, as a Power, 
Virtue or Influence (which no more took Fleſh, 
by ſo doing, than the Holy Ghoſt did, when 
he deſcended upon Chriſt and his Apoſtles ) and 
left him at his Sufferings: whereas John's Lo- 
gos was made || Fleſh, and became incarnate, 
and never ſince left the Human Nature of 
| . Nothing therefore could be more 46 
ſurd, than the Judgment of the Alogi, who 
made Ceriuthus the Author of ſuch contradi- 
cCiory Sentiments. ES Fa 5 
As to the reſt of St. John's Goſpel, the De- 
fender adds, p. 67, They that are converſant 
in Polemick Divinity, know, that the Soc 
 < #zans excerp more Evidence from it, to prove 
© Chriſt a mere Man, than from all the other 
« three Goſpels, which ſhows, further, that no 
Part of this Goſpel was pointed againſt Ce- 
< rinthus, and therefore, that all the Vindica- 
tor has ſaid on theſe Heads, ſerves only to 
< 'expole his own little Acquaintance with the 


e Controverſy, and not any Abſurdity in the 


innocent Aloge. ” Anſwer, Tho Cermtbus 
* Joh, 1. 1, 2,3 + Joh. I. 2, 1:18: U Joh: 1. % | 
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and the Soc iniaus agree in making Feſus a mere 
Man, it is well known to all, who have looked 
both into Antiquity, and modern Controverſies, 
that Cerinthus held ſome Opinions, in which 
Socinus is not concerned, 'E. G. Cerinthus 
ſeparates. Chriſt. from Jeſus, both in Birth and 
Sufferings, which Sacinus does not. Again, 
Cerinthus maintained the Neceſſity of Circum- 
ciſion, and other Jewiſh Rites, under Chriſti- 
anity, which Socinus is far from doing. Sup- 
poſing then that there is leſs {aid in Fohn's Goſ- 
pel, than in the other three againſt the Errors 
af Socinus, which I am far from grant ing, yet 
many Paſſages in it, which no way affect So- 
cinus, may nevertheleis have been pointed 
againſt Ceriuthus. In a Word, if there had 
been a greater Conformity, than we find there 
was between the Goſpel St. Jobs and the He- 
rely of Gerinthus, ſtill the Alogi would not have 
had ſufficient Reaſon to attribute that Goſpel 
to Cerinthus, becauſe his Followers never re- 
ceived it, as ſurely they would have done, if it 
was the Work of their Founder. The only 
Goſpel received by thoſe who. ſeparated: Feſus: 
from Chriſt, i. e. the Cerinthians, was the Goſ- 
ple of St. Mark, as Irengus ina Ws, (adit. 
Har. I. 3. & 11.) 1 0 . 
But tho the Defender has: chow! notoriouſly, 
failed 3 in proving the, Points, concerning which: 
he hath made the World ſuch liberal Pramet 
Satisfaction; and tho he has produced nothing 
on this Occaſion, beſides Falſhood, Imperti- 
nence and Scurtility, yet as if the dreck con- 
trary had happene = if the Vindicator = 
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been laid proſtrate, and St. Matthew quite rout- 
ed, he ſings his own Fo Pæan in the following 
Words, I may, I think, fairly conelude here, 
having gone thro with, and ſufficiently expo- 
« fed the Evaſions, the Sophiſtry, the falſe 
«© Reaſoning, and the fpurions Evidence with 
_ «which the Vindicator and his Aſſiſtants have 
©: parſu'd their Subject, and endeayour'd to ſup- 
port the Goſpel in Debate, againft Freticks 
«and Unbelievers. 

To which I anſwer, That ether” our Nu 
thor has done all, or any of the Execution he 
boaſts of, muſt be left to the Judgment of Rea- 
ders: but this I will venture to fay, that he 
was certainly miſtaken in thinking he might 
fairly conclude where he does, unlets it be fair 
for a Man to conclude, before he has finiſhed 
much more than half of what is incumbent _ 
upon him. And in order to ſhew, that this is 
the Defender's very Caſe, 1 ſhall here ſubjoin 
two Tables. The firſt ſhall be of Falfhoods, | 
Prevarications and raſh Aſſertions, charged upon 
the Inquixer, in the Vindication, for which not 
the leaſt Plea, or Excuſe is offered in the De- 
fence. The ſecond of Objections againſt St. 
Matthew's Goſpel, urged in the Inquiry, and 
anſwered in the Vindication of that Goſpel, but 
either not mentioned, or not pretended to be 
made good in the Defence of the Inquiry. 


Table the Firſt, of Fal ſhoods, its. char ged on 
© I e, for Which not the leaſt xcuſe 
eee 4 the Defence « of the Inquiry... 


1 The . "indicator, p. 8. 9: taxes the E- 
rer 


re 16 h. 
Yer with Wait of Honeſty, for Aa the 
3d Paſtoral Letten (p. 14% with ſaying (p. 16, 
That Chriſt is nent loned by Name in profane 
Aut boys, at or near bis ow) Time, whereas no 
ſich Thing is there affirmed: . An Article, 
with which the Defender bath not thought fit 
| to concern himſelf. 

2. The V indicator, (p. 1 5 )) accuſes the In- 

urer of making a Sentence for the Biſbop, 
and of adding Words to his. The Defender, 
inſtead of cle the Inquirer, of confeſſing ſo 
grievous an Abuſe, has repeatss it himſelf, p. 47. 
3. The Inquizrer is reptoved, Vindic. p. 17. 

for falſely affirming, to ſerve a Turn, that Pa- 
plas was the moſt ancient of all the Fathers. 
Here again the Defender keeps Silence. 

4. The Inquirer (p. 23,) blames the Biſpop, 
for too mnch Aſſurance, merely for faying, 
This ftahis the Evidence for the Lurz of the 
Goſpel Hiſtory, with regard to the exatt 
Knowledge the Writers had of their Subject. 
Of which cauſeleſs Cenſure, Complaint. is made 
by the Vindicator, . 19, 20, but without 
Redreſs from the Defender. 

* Chriſtians, fays the Inquirer, p. 24, uſu- 
ally make it a Home-Objection to Mahome- 


tiſm, that it has none but an illiterate Block- 
head to its Anthor. The Vindicator, p. 21, 
declares he knows of no Chriſtian Writers, 
that object at this Rate, and ſuſpects it to be a 
mere Invention of the Inquzrer's. But all this 
has not proyoked the Defender to Name any 
Chriſtians, who uſually r to Mahometiſm 
after this 2 

: 6. The 
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6. The Inqurrer is charged, p. 24, 25. of the 
Vindication, with confounding two diſtinct 
Points, viz. the Genuzneneſs of our Goſpels, 
and their Canonical Authority. The Defender, 
Without proving their Identity, confounds 
them himſelf, as oft as his Diſtreſſes require it. 
7. P. 46, of the Inquiry, mention is made of 
the bad Opinion which Euſebius had of Irenæus. 
The Vindicator, p. 37, proves, on the Contrary, 
that Euſebius had a good Opinion of him. 
Nor does the Defender, think it worth his 
while to interpoſe. SO; | 
8. The Viudicator, p. 46, calls it a grievous 
Untruth in the Inquirer, to ſay, p. 67. that 
Matthew, in his Genealogy, makes Jeſus to 
deſcend from Joleph the Carpenter. Nor does 
the Author of the Defence pretend to juſtify it. 
9. The Inquirer, p. 67, roundly affirms, That 
St. Matthew's Genealogy ſcarcely agrees with 
the 3 Canon of the Old Teſtament, iu a 
ſengle Degree of Deſcent, except thoſe of the 
Patriarchs: whereas the Vindicator proves, 


F. 47, 48, that they agree in every Step of 


exteuuate. 


Deſcent, whether of Patriarchs or others, except 
two: which moſt notorious Falſehood our Au- 
thor does not go about to defend, or even to 
10. P. 68, of the Inquiry, the Author is 
poſitive, that the Jews were never wont to a- 
ply any of the Propheſies, quoted in St. Mat- 
here's Goſpel, to their expected Meſſiah. The 
Falſnood whereof, the Vindicator, p. 50, proves 
*by two Inſtances, neither of which are excepted. 


againſt by the Defender. 


11. The 


3 
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11. The Vindicator, p. 68, calls upon the 
Inquirer to name the Proteſtants, whom he 
makes to ſay, that God always. acts by nas. 
tural Means, intimating a ſtrong Suſpicion, that 


the Whole is the Inquirer's own Forgery. And, 


ſo it may be, for ought the Defender | has fad 

to the Contrary. _ 

12. The Inquirer, p. 38, had aſſured. his 
Readers, that the Writings of the New Teſfta- 


ment could not be obtained by the Heathens,. | 
but" thro Force and Stealth, for above 300 


Tears after Chriſt. This the Vindicator, p. 
71. proves to be a falſe and ſcandalous Aſſer- 
tion, built upon a Miſrepreſentation of Eccle- 
_ ſeaftical Hiſtory. To which Charge the De- 
fender makes no Manner of Reply, 


. 13. The Inquirer, p. 47, repeats formal " 
guments, as actually urged by Jewiſh Chriſti- 
ans, in Defence of their Authenticum Matth#3, 


that, according to the V indicator, P. 81, never 
were, or could poſſibly be offered, and that 


conſequently were the Higuirer's own Fiction. 
Nor has the Defender MADE x to bring him 


off. 


14. The biquirer, p. 56, affirms, * That 
« Chriſtianity could not be cartied ! into almoſt 


« all Parts of the Roman Empire, and Copies 
c of the New T! eft ment ſpread with it, and 


« publickly recei vd and read in Religious A- 


« ſemblies, till towards the End of the fourth 
« Century. ” The Vindicator, p. 89, ſhews 
from good Authority, that this is falſe, and' 
that what the Inquirer denies. could be, till to- 
wards the End of the fourth Century, was real 


aA. tits 
—— —-—¼ ou 


” — n 


1 61 


e in the 8 econg. Of all which the 
1 takes not the Icaſt Notice. 1 | 

he Inquirer inſiſts upon it, 57 | 
« That the Author of all profane Wag; 5 
« any Note, are, and hayc been univerſally af 

© ſented: to without Diſpute. The Ve 
tor produces two plain and undeniable N 
of the 12 P. 91. And here alſo 
Defender ſilently acquieſees. | 


Table the ſecond of Qbje&ions to ge 
theres Goſpet, urged in the Inquiry, anc 
_wered in the Vz ndication, but either not 
mentioned, or however not arten to 5 


in che Defence 0-4 OS. 


805 
Ee en 


* made good 


Hens of St, ns 8 e p 38, 85 2 ts | 


an, 5 13 1 were written Go 172 
ee Evangeliſts. The Vindicator, 
Juſtifies this Implication by Authorities, as 
Well 8 as eccleſiaſtical. And the De 
Tender, finding it impoſſible to reply, has Junk | 

this main Park of the firſt Opjection. 

2. The eighth Objection Internals, ure 
75 P. 70, of the Inquiry, and anſwered, p. 60, 

1, of the Vindicatio unbered. Def. N 
defe 1— 90 


but neither reczte 
3 4. The ſixth ninth Object ions of. this 


Species, are indeed, rehearſed 5 our oe An Hoh 
5 but no particular Bae is mags; of 


«The 


. 42, 
Ine or the Other. 


2 


F „„ 


concerning the unfaithful Tranſmiſſion. of St, 
Matthew's Gaſpel, uged by the Inquirer, p. 
48, and anſwered by the Vindicator, p. 74, 751 


76, is no where ſupported by the. Defender. - 


J. To. the ſixth in this Species of ObjeQtions _ 
made, 8. $7, of the Inquiry, and Glyed, 2. gn, 
(ihgicatign, the Def. ender. ipeaks not a 


. 9. 10, Nor to the 7th, Sth, and gth Obs | 
En has he ſpoken at all Hig Silence an 


of the 
Syllable. 


bout the laſt of theſe, which proceeds on the 
Preſumption, that St. Mark's Goſpel is only an 


Shpitoms of St. Matthew, is the more extra- 


| bug, becauſe he himſelf, p. 63, takes this 
baſtled Frrſum 
_ Rrongly upon it. 


for that Reaſon, recited. only by Halves, Buy 
theſe are ſufficient to ſhew, how little Cauſe 
the Defeuder had for boaſting, & That he had 


« gone. thro. with, and expoſed the Reaſoning 


and Evidence, with, which the. Vindicatos 
. ſupports the Goſpel in Diſpute, againſt He- 
“ reticks and Unbelie vers, by the Vindi- 
cator. AE 


Nov, if the Author; of the Inquiry be un- | 


juſtly charged with the Falſhoods, (gc. men- 
tioned in the former Table, it was certainly un- 


fair 


Preſumption for granted, and argues 


To. theſe 1 could have added many Inſtances | 
of A d dafeuded only by, Halves, and 


* - hk. 
e 


firſt in the third Claſs of Objeftions, = 
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fair in the Defender to conclude, before he 
had done his Client. Juſtice. If, on the other 
Hand, the Inquzrer's Veracity is in ſo many 
Inſtances utterly indefenſible, and the Defen- 
ders Silence upon all thoſe Heads is to be ta- 
Een for a tacit Confeſſion of this Point; how in- 
jurious is he to the Vindicator, p. 21, when he 
ſays, that no other Reaſon appears for his pre- 
— Why ill Treatment of the Inquirer, than his 
entering too ſtriftly into the Inquiry before us. 
For ſurely, if fo much Diſhoneſty be confeſſed 
in that Performance, there can be no Pretence 
for placing the Indignation of an Ad verſary to 
any other Account, much leſs to any other, 
excluſive of this. 
Again, the Objections againſt St. Matthew 8 


Goſpel, enumerated in the 2d Table, were either | 


trivial or important Ones. If trivial, why were 
they urged by the Inquirer? If i important, why 
are they dropt by the Defender? Under this 
Dilemma, I {ce not how our Author will avoid 
giving up his Friend, or Himſelf, or indeed 
both. For ſuch Conduct, too common among 
the Advocates for Infidelity, plainly ſhows, that 
theſe Writers either want Spirit and Capacity 
for defending many Points, which they till 
think true, or that they are not honeſt and in- 


-_ genuous enough fairly to give 5. what they 
find to be falſe. 


„„ 


The Reader is to-be. advertiſed, that the- Author inended... | 

the Extras out of the Goſpel of St. Luke, and of that to tb 
Hebreqvs, p. 125, 126, 127. ſhould have been printed in che 

| ſame Page, in oppoſite Columns, that fo they might be more 
eaſily compared together; the Author's Abſence from the Pies, 1 


has occaſion'd this, as well as the following 
E R R 4 T 4 


Page 10. I. 21, 22. He does ſay Sir John, read, He abes not 2 
K. John, Ec. ibid. 1. 26. dele the Comma after the Word - 
fore; p. 16. I. 17. Fentiles, read, Gentiles; p. 23. I. 25. for, be 
does not mention that other, read, he admits the Genujneneſs * Jy 
other ; p. 24 1. 26. for, New Teſtament Book, read, New Tefta= ® 
ment Books; p. 27. I. 4. for, Heretick, read, Hereticks ; p. 30. 
1. 13. for, pon Obſervation, read, upon an Obſervation ; ibid. I. 13. 
for, in the Tradition, read, _ the Tet; p. 34 L cas, 
ared to be, read, appealed to by; p. 35. I. I. after only, place 
5 g N L. oF for, OX Age of Corey, endl very 5 
Frſt Age of 3 52. I. 18. after the Words Jerom him- | 
ſelf, inſtead of a full Stop, place a Comma; p. 56. 1. 19. frem, 
read, for; p. 58.- Note at the Bottom, for, p. 2. read, p. 22. 
P. GL. I. 21. for, Heutius, read, Huetius; p. 70. I. 21. for, Lud. 
Caſſio, read, Lud. Carrio; ibid. 1. 27. for, their, read, the; p. 74. 
I. 22. for, renue, read, renew; p. 78. Note at the Bottom, for, 
xdawodtyla, read, xalawolivia; p. 83. I. 15. withal, read, 
evithout ; p. 87. 1. 13. for, than, read, then; p. 88. |. 5. firike 
out the Comma after they; p. 103. 1. 23. the Sincerity, read, In- 
Aincerity; ibid- I. 28. given him, read, given them, p. 104. I. 5. 
after Hiſtory, for a Semicolon, place a Comma; ibid. I. 5. for, 
relating, read, related; ibid. I. 25. proceeding, read, preceding ; 
| ibid, I. 34. found, read, made; p. 107. I. 18. for, end, read, 
could; p. 168. I. 8. acted, read, cited; p. 109. I. 12. for, Cæſa- 
rian, read, Ceſarea; p. 113. Note at the Bottom, for, dv e l 
read, Ae; p. 114.1. 4. dele Not; ibid. Note at the Bottom, 
or, vevocsuh¹¹ç, K NxeEp Trepao ive, read, yzvo0euuives Ig 
nxeplneaguive ; P. 115.1. 13. have been, read, have born; p. 
11851 4. Set, read, Sec; ibid. I. 11. ſays, read, ſap; p. 130. J. 
26. for, Viſton, read, Verſion; p. 132. J. 4. for, p. 51, 82. Yead, 
P. 81, 82. p. 133. I. 16. for, Expoſition, read, Expreſſion; p. 134. 
1. 27. for, or, read, for; p. 142.1. 15. for, Goſpei, read, Gaſpels; 
. I52. I. 12. for, 61, read, 16. p. 153. I. ult. for, does net 
plan appear, read, it does not plainly appear; ibid. Note at the 
Bottom, for, two: read, el; p. 157. Note at the Bottom 
I; : naty, read; natum ; p. 165. 1, 32, 33. dele by the indicator. _ 
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